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TO PROTECT RIGHTS OF UNITED STATES VESSELS ON 
HIGH SEAS 


WEDNESDAY, APRIL 17, 1957 


Hovusk or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION 
OF THE COMMPTTEE ON Mercuant MARINE AND FISHERIES, 


Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 219, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. Frank W. Boykin, chairman of the 
subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Boykin. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The subcommittee is meeting this morning to consider H. R. 5526, 
a bill to amend the act of August 27, 1956, relating to the rights of 
vessels of the United States on the high seas and the territorial 
waters of foreign countries. 

(H.R. 5526 follows:) 


LH. R. 5526, 85th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Act of August 27, 1954 (68 Stat. 883), relating to the rights of 
vessels of the United States on the high seas and in the territorial waters of foreign 
countries 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That section 3 of the Act entitled “An Act 
to protect the rights of vessels of the United States on the high seas and in 
territorial waters of foreign countries’, approved August 27, 1954 (68 Stat 
883), is hereby amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sen 
tences: “In addition to the amount of any such fine, the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall reimburse the owners of the seized vessel for all expenses in- 
curred by them as a direct result of such seizure, as certified to him by the Secre 
tary of State. He shall also reimburse each member of the crew of such vessel 
for all expenses incurred by him which are similarly certified as arising out 
of injuries sustained by him as a direct result of such seizure, and upon the death 
of any seaman as the result of such injuries the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
pay to his dependents the sum of $10,000.” 


Mr. Boykin. Identical bills were introduced by Mr. Tollefson and 
Mr. Wilson, and a similar bill by Mr. Magnuson. 

I am certainly glad to have with us our great chairman and some 
of our colleagues and all of the folks from all over the country who 
are interested in these bills. 

I note that we have a number of distinguished Members of Con- 
gress here. 

We will hear first from Miss Mary Schulman, executive director 
of the National Shrimp Congress, who is the assistant attorney general 
of the State of Florida. 

Miss Schulman, we would like to hear what you have to say. You 
were present at the conference with Assistant Secretary of State 
Herter and discussed this matter. I understand that you are going 
to make a short statement and put your formal statement into the 
record. 
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STATEMENT OF MARY SCHULMAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL SHRIMP CONGRESS 


Miss Scuutman. That is right, sir. 
If it pleases the committee, [ will be glad to impose upon your time 
for just a few minutes. 

ue. Boykin. The lady has been practicing law since 1945. She was 
elected county prosecuting attorney In 1944 and appointed assistant 
attorney general of the Dtate of Florida in 1949. She took a 6 
months’ leave of absence to he Ip out on this important proposition. 

Will you give the stenographer your name. 

Miss Scuutman. My name is Mary Schulman, assistant attorney 
general of Florida. I am here today representing the National 
Shrimp Congress as its executive direc ‘tor. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is nice to come back 
to see you. It seems that we always have problems, though, when we 
come to see you, and today is no exception. 

I would like to address my few remarks to what we call the Bonner 
bill. I believe the last time I spoke here I was talking on a Bonner 
bill. 

Mr. Bonner, at the request of the shrimp industry, has introduced 
House bill 5526. 

I would also like to make a brief comment on the bill introduced 
by Congressman Magnuson, which is House bill 5943. The Senate 
bill is 1483. I will not comment on that. since I understand Con- 
gressman Magnuson’s bill is substantially that of Senator Magnuson 
over in the Senate. 

To state it very briefly, gentlemen of the committee, this bill pur- 
ports to amend Public Law 680, which was a bill passed by the 83d 
Congress back in 1954 to give some protection to American vessels 
when fishing on the high seas and when they are unlawfully seized 
by foreign governments when fishing in waters that are not recog- 
nized as territorial waters by the United States Government. 

Under that bill, our fishermen are only able to collect fines that are 
imposed upon them by foreign governments. 

What probably brought about the enactment of that bill were con- 
tinuous seizures by certain Latin American countries such as Ecuador, 
Chile, and Peru, and primarily Mexico, imposing tremendous fines 
upon our American fishermen. 

We have the captain of the Arctic Maid here from Seattle, Wash., 
who I believe had to pay a $48,000 Sas to the Ecuadoran Government 
when he was seized back in 1955 when he was fishing or at least his boat 
was 30 miles out at sea. He was not even fishing at the time. He just 
had a freezer boat out there. 

He was seized and taken in. I think he spent some 15 to 18 days in 
jail, and suffered a financial loss of about $50,000 in addition to the 
fine. 

Since 1950 the shrimp people trying to fish on the high seas of the 
Gulf of Mexico have been continuously harassed, seized, arrested, 
shot at, and have had financial losses inflicted upon them far in excess 
of any fines which they have ever had to pay. 

I will not take the time of the committee to read it now, but T have 
for the record a list of the losses these boys h: ave suffered in addition to 
the $1,200 fine that they have to pay to Mexico when those Mexican 
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gunboats, Mr. Chairman, come out there and seize them anywhere 
from 9 miles on out, which we have affidavits to prove. 

Kven as short a time as a week ago our boats fishing 9 to 22 miles 
out have been molested by Mexican gunbe mats 

I also have the official records of the U nited States Coast Guard 
showing their records in regard to 55 seizures. We find that these 
boats, Mr. Chairman, which are being used by the Mexican Govern- 
ment to molest our fishermen and inflict this financial loss upon them 
when they are pursuing their lawful rights out there, were just about 
given to the Mexican Government by the United States while we are 
havi ing a hard time to have the Government give us some Coast Guard 
boats to protect our own people. 

Our first seizure took place in 1950. We had five boats seized by 
Mexican gunboats. That Mexican gunboat was given to Mexico for 
$19,000. It cost the United States $1.5 million, and the captain had 
2 years’ education at Annapolis. 

[In addition to the imposition of about $2,500 worth of fines on our 
fishermen, they suffered a loss of $19,429. That is substantially the 
picture all the way through our 55 seizures since 1950 where the fines 
only constitute about 13 percent of the losses that are being suffered 
by our people out there. 

We now come before you and ask you to amend the law that you 
passed back in 1954 so that, when our fishermen are unlaw fully seized 
on the high seas on waters that are not recognized by the United States 
Government as territorial waters of a foreign government, they can 
be re imburse d for this other loss they are sustaining in addition to the 
fines that they could collect under this old bill. 

Substantially that is the bill. 

We have no difference in our situation today. In other words, the 
same good reasons upon which the Congress passed the bill in 1954 
exist today exce pt even more so because we have had continuous and 
even more intensive financial losses inflicted upon us since that time. 

The situation has become so bad now. The records of the Coast 
Guard will show that they will come out there and, if nothing else, they 
will take the boys’ cigarettes; they will take their groceries. 

[ have here the completely itemized record of most of the losses 
involved in the 55 seizures reported or referred to in the Coast Guard 
records, and it is absolutely ridiculous to see the little items that they 
will take off the beat. 

They will take the shrimp and will let them go if the Coast Guard 
boat comes up or if they have anything to give them. 

I hope to have the privilege of putting these and other data in the 
record so that this committee will know just exactly what our boys are 
suffering out there in the way of financial loss at the hands of the 
Mexican naval officers and the Mexican gunboats. 

I do not want to take up much time of the committee to go into all 
the ramifications of this thing. We havea very good rec ord to present 
to the committee. We have people w “¢e have crossed the continent to 
come here to testify before you today, boys who have suffered loss, who 
are in business, have their fortunes tied up in it, and they are fishing 
down there at the risk of losing everything they have, including their 
lives. 

If any of the members of the committee would like to ask me any 
questions on it, I would certainly be pleased to answer them. 
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Mr. Boyxrn. Mr. Kiuezynski ? 

Mr. Kiuczynsk1. I have questions but I am always happy to see 
Mary Schulman appear before the committee to explain a bill so 
thoroughly. 

Miss ScuuLMaN. Thank you. Tam glad to be here. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Tollefson ? 

Mr. Touierson. I would assume that the shrimp fishermen from 
time to time have talked to representatives of our Government and 
particularly to representatives of the State Department. 

Can you tell the committee what the attitude of the Sate Department 
has been with respect to our boats fishing off the shores of Mexico? 
And I have particular reference to whether or not they advise them not 
to fish there or whether they give them any advice as to how far they 
ought to stay out. 

Miss Scututman. Mr. Tollefson, we have talked with the State De- 
partment. In fact, some of your good people—Judge Arnold and 
others—came to Washington and attended a conference with Under 
Secretary Herter on February 27, 1957, along that line. I might say, 
gentlemen, that this bill is supported by the major segments of the 
fishing industry. The tuna people are supporting it; the salmon 
people, the people in the northwest Pacific are supporting it; New 
England is sup porting it, and is re pres ented here today by Tom Rice. 
All the shri imp people are supporting it. So there is no controversy 
in the fishing industry on this bill. We are all in the same boat. 

Our people have had seizures, the tuna people have had seizures, 
your people have had seizures. The New England people do not poor 
on what day Canada may put her people on them in view of thei 
attitude at the United Nations encouraging an extension of sover 
eignty fishery jurisdiction. 

Mr. Boykin. You might tell about our meeting with Mr. Herter. 

Congressman Colmer and Congressman Sikes were there, and Mr. 
Gautier and myself. 

Governor Herter used to sit on this committee. You might mention 
that meeting. 

Miss Scnutman. There have been two meetings with Governor 
Herter since he took office. A substantial number of Congressmen- 
I would say 15 or 20 Congressmen—went over to see him. The indus- 
try had its representatives there, and the State governments were 
represented in the first conference which was held on February 25, 
1957. : 

The plea at that time with the State Department was over Coast 
Guard boats. The overall issue regarding the controversy with 
Mexico was also discussed, and in that connection the substance of the 
bills now before this committee were discussed. 

Mr. Tollefson, to further answer your question, in regard to the 
attitude of the State Department, I might say that about a year ago 
we began to feel that the Departme at of State was beginning to wake 
up to the fact that something had to be done down there. 

Back in about 1952 the Department of State did make certain 
proposals to Mexico for a treaty, and Mexico rejected those proposals. 

Substantially. we were tryine to get a conservation agreement 
whereby the two industries could fish out there without any further 
incidents until some day maybe international territorial waters could 
be settled. 
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We bogged down on that one, and from that day until this I don’t 
know of any proposals that the State Department has made to Mexico 
for a treaty, or any real effort on the part of the Department of State 
to settle the matter. 

However, since the formation of the National Shrimp Congress 
and since we have gotten ow people organized and we are all fignting 
together for this thing, the State Department is beginning to take a 
better attitude, I think, toward the situation down there. One of the 
first things that the State Department wanted was increased Coast 
Guard patrol down there. One of the reasons for it was that every 
time we have a seizure there is that old argument about where the 
boat was, and it is the word of our fishermen against the word of the 
Mexican naval officers, so that the State Departme ‘nt always has that 
issue to face in attempting to make any subst antial protest of the 
seizure. They thought that if tl id Coast Guard boats down there 
so that the ex: Let pr sition of aan ‘eS s aaa | be determined we would 
have our officers’ word along with our fishermen to build a case that 
the State Department could use in its further negotiations with 
Mexico. 

a have acne) some difficulty in securing the necessary patrol 
for the gulf that was actually requested by the Department of State. 
As om remember, the 86 million that the Senate appropr lated in the 
last days of the last Congress, to construct additional boats, got lost 
over here somewhere, and then the Congress passed that resolution 
directing them to keep 2 Coast Guard boats down there. That reso- 
lution has not been complied with except one-third of the time. That 
increased patrol has been there about one-third of the time. 

The records will show that when we have Coast Guard boats down 
there we have less trouble. 

The records also show that when a Coas\ Guard boat arrives the 
Mexican gunboat leaves and leaves our people alone, and there is no 
seizure and no arrest. 

Therefore, the State Department has wanted that and, even though 
we have had so much support from the Members of Congress, due to 
a lack of understanding on the part of our distinguished Secretary of 
the Treasury, it looks like we are having trouble even getting $1,800,- 
000 to activate 3 old Navy minesweepers in lieu of new boats to get 
down there to carry out the duties that the State Department wants 
1 
qone, 

As 1 understand the law, one of the statutory duties of the Coast 
Guard is to assist and cooperate with other Federal agencies upon 
request, The State De ‘partment has requested this spec ific assistance. 
The industry and State Department are very much in agreement on 
this and are very much perturbed about it and want to work out 
something during this session of Congress whereby we will be as- 
sured of having the Coast Guard down there, for reasons that have 
been set forth in hearings before Mr. Gary's committee, when appro- 
priations of this nature were considered. 

Now Mr. Humphrey says, in substance, that he does not need any 
more money and he does not need any more boats, and that he has a 
particular way that he wants to operate the patrol or perform this 
service by the Coast Guard, which is more or less superimposing his 
judgment over that of the Department of State, so that there is 
disagreement there. 


$1472—57 2 
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The attitude of the State Department on this, I think, is very good. 
This is one time that I think I can sort of pat them on the back. 

We have talked to them on this particular bill, and I was hoping that 
their report would be in today. I have talked to Governor Herter 
about it, and Mr. Boykin talked to him, it was discussed when we 
were all before him on two oc ‘asions, one on February 24, 1957, and 
again on February 27, 1957. 

We have all felt that in Governor Herter, the new Under Secretary 
of State, we would find a sympathetic ear as we believe him to be a 
man that understands fishery problems, and it is about the first time 
we have had any bor lv in the Department of State ata high level that 
did understand or appear to care. 

Mr. Totiterson. You asked the question as to what type of instrue- 
tions the State Dep: rtment had given 

Miss ScuttMan. The policy of the United States Government, as 
expressed through our President, Me Kisenhower, and the Depart- 
ment of State, is that the United States Government only recognizes 
3 miles as the sovereignty jur isciction of Mexico or any othe r country. 

As a practical matter, to keep from antagonizing the situation, 
even our Navy boats sail outside the 9-mile limit that Mexico claims. 
Our Coast Guard has been patrolling outside the 9-mile limit. 

No instructions have gone out from the State Department to our 
fishing industry about where to fish. They say, “We recognize 3 
miles, and outside of that you are entitled to protection from the 
United States Government.” But every shrimp-boat owner that I 
know has given specific instructions to his captains to stay outside 
the 9-mile limit in order not to antagonize the situation until such 
time as the Department of State can work something out. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Rivers. 

Mr. Totterson. I wonder if I could complete my questions. 

Mr. Rivers. I am sorry. 

Mr. Boykin. I thought you had finished. Excuse me. 

Mr. Totierson. So that the State Department has reiterated the 
position of the United States that we do not recognize the sovereignty 
of any nation outside the 3-mile limit? 

Miss ScuvuLMan. That is right. 

Mr. Totierson. But, as a practical matter, the shrimp fishermen 
are staying outside the 9-mile limit? 

Miss ScHuLMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Totierson. And operations have been taking place outside the 
9-mile limit ? 

Miss ScuuLMAN. That is right, sir. 

We have hundreds of boats fishing down there, and I think even 
the members of the Mexican industry that I have talked to will tell 
you—and, in fact, they have told me that there were very few boats 
that would go in. 

There are “possibly a few independent boatowners who will go inside 
9 miles in certain times of the year, up close to the Tampico banks 
because the shrimp are a little better there especially at certain times 
of the year, but they are still not inside 3 miles. 

We have 700 or 800 boats and we have very few bad apples in the 
barrel. 
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I think that, substantially, the industry is cooperating. 

Mr. Totierson. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. Miss Schulman, your problem seems to be this: 

The State Department has never made a strong representation to 
the Mexican Government. They, in effect, have repudi: ated the state- 
ge of our nationals as to the location of their activities. That is 
No. 1 

Miss ScuutMan. Well, they do send a protest down, but that is 
about all it has amounted to. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. They prefer to let the Mexican Government take the 
word of their naval officers or whoever these pirates may be, and that 
is what they are. 

Miss ScuutmMan. That is right. 

It has not been pursued, and they claim they need Coast Guard boats 
to help make a stronger case for our people. 

Mr. Rivers. Then the Department of the Treasury who have cog- 
nizance and jurisdiction over the Coast Guard are squabbling as to the 
modus operandi of the protection? 

Miss ScHULMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. It seems to me that, if the State Department is really 
serious about protecting our people, they can get the patrol because 
they can call on the United States Navy. A shortage of boats is not 
any excuse. We have plenty of patrol craft. 

Miss Scuutman. The Navy have come out and made a statement, 
fora change. They say they have some boats that could be converted 
into Coast Guard bo: its. We don’t have to build them. 

Mr. Rivers. The Navy has to implement anything the State De- 
partment writes. So if the State Department lays down a policy the 
Navy, by law follows and implements that policy. 

If you can get the backing of the State Department, Mr. Humphrey, 

r the Treasury Department will have to back them up, or they can 
ae elsewhere and get protection. 

Miss ScuurMan. So far they have not backed up the State Depart- 
ment. 

Mr. Rivers. I favor trying to help you people against these bandits 
because, if they are outside the recognized limit, we have a right to 
protect our people. We cannot sacrifice them. 

Miss ScuuLMan. That is right. 

We have two legislative problems. One is our Coast Guard prob- 
lem which is now pending before the Appropriations Committee of 
the Senate. Then we have this bill that 1s before you, which would 
reimburse our people for all these losses, and then, once they are 
reimbursed from the Treasury, the State Department is supposed to 
proceed against Mexico toe ollect the mone y. 

Mr. Rivers. They are paying it and forgetting about the trouble 
it is costing. 

Miss ScHuLMAN. We are having a lot of trouble getting $1,800,000 to 
activate three old Navy minesweepers. We have given up trying to 
build new boats which they said they needed a year ago. 

We saw the other day where the United States Government had 
made Liberia a present of a couple of boats. We checked into it and 
found out that they needed some Coast Guard boats to patrol the 
harbor and to perform services comparable to our Coast Guard boat 
services here. 
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The United States asked what kind of boats they wanted. They 
sent in the specifications, and they were built in our own United St: ites 
Coast Guard shipyard, and the United States Government paid for 
them and delivered them brandnew down there. 

Mr. Rivers. The policy of the Government is to help everybody but 
the American people. 

I do not advocate that you join up with Liberia because that is where 
they have slavery, and the only people I advocate go there is the United 
States Supreme Court. 

Miss ScHuLMAN. My Attorney General will agree with that. 

Mr. Rivers. E verybody in my district will agree, too. 

I say that we had to implement the trip of the Vice President to 
Liberia. 

I favor some action and, if necessary, directing the State Depart- 
ment to implement its policy by any arm of the Federal Government 
whether ii be the Navy or Coast Gui ard. 

Miss ScututMan. Nothing would please us more than to see a report 
like that from this committee. 

Mr. Rivers. The amount needed is $1,800,000. If the State De 
partment takes a position, the Navy or Coast Guard or whomever 
they direct has to implement that. 

Miss Scuutman, If this committee would come out with such a 
report in reporting this bill out favorably it would make us awfully 
happy. 

Mr. Rivers. I will help you in any way [ can. 

Miss ScuuLMAN. Thank you. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Allen is our member who attended a conference which we had 
with Under Secretary Herter, and asked some of the best questions. 

Mr. Auten. I want to ask, Mr. Chairman, if the act of August 27 
1955, has accomplished its purpose in any way. 

Miss ScututMan. Well, it did for the tuna people. They had a 
seizure off Peru, I believe, and they had to pay a fine of $49,000. That 
fine has been paid back to them by the United States Government. 

Now I understand that the $45,000 for your captain, Mr. Tollefson, 
has been approved as of November. It has taken him from 1955 
until now to get it spawaee. He still does not have the money, but 
he smiled last night as if he thought it might come forth in a few 
months. 

You see, five of the claims which we filed were back in 1950 before 
this bill was passed. That brings up the retroactive feature that is 
in Congressman Magnuson’s bill which would make this retroactive 
so as to take care of these seizures that we can prove are losses directly 
sustained from unlawful seizures. 

Mr. Atiten. One purpose of the bill as I remember it was to sub- 
stitute the United States Government for the individual citizen in 
order that the argument should be transferred to a level of one TOV- 
ernment against another, and thereby put this problem into a position 
where it might be solved on that level. 

Miss ScuutmMan. That is right. 

Mr. ALLEN. Has it accomplished that purpose? 

Miss ScuuLMan. It has to the extent I mentioned, that the tuna 








RIGHTS OF UNITED STATES VESSELS ON HIGH SEAS 9 


people were successful in getting reimbursement, but I would seriously 
doubt that the United States Government has collected it from 
Mexico. 

In other words, it would be up to our Government to negotiate with 
Mexico to collect what it has had to pay out to this boat that was 
unlawfully seized. A private citizen would not have any chance at 
all trying to negotiate with the Mexican Government. 

Mr. Auten. Once more, I think, though, that, as I remember the 
testimony, it was implied that there would not be mueh money chang- 
ing hands, that if they got this question on the proper level that there 
wouk | be a solution, and the payment of the money was not contem- 
plated to take place very often, if at all. 

Miss SCHULMAN. That is right. 

Mr. Auten. Do I understand now that the emphasis is not so much 
toward getting the problems solved by means of the bill but more 
to get reimbursements for the industry ¢ 

Miss ScuutmMan. No, sir. We feel that it would be another ex- 
pression, as far as we are concerned, to Mexico that the United States 
Congress is standing back of our fishing industry as it pursues its live- 
lihood on the high seas, and further lets those people realize that the 
United States means business and is going to stand back of our fisher- 
men, that they are hot going to be run out down there. 

Another thing, it should begin to stiffen up the back of the State 
Department a little, to find the C ongress coming out to try to give 
the fishermen more protection, so that it is a sort of twofold propo- 
sition. If we come before Congress for protection for our fishermen 
on the high seas and get beaten down, then Mexico is going to take 
on encouragement. 

The Mexican scheme, as far as we can determine after listening to 
them for 6 weeks in the United Nations, and at these world confer- 
ences, Is not to take just 9 miles, but they want to run us out com- 
pletely. They are talking about sovere ignty fishery jurisdiction over 
the Continental Shelf, the special right of the coastal nation. 

These Mexicans come out there and treat our fishermen like they 
were dogs, take their cigarettes, shrimp, nets, and even the doors off 
their boats, and anything else they want, their expensive fishing 
equipment, depth sounders, and so forth, and they tell them, “Why 
don't you go home and fish’ All this belongs to Mexico.” 

Mr. Aten. Thank you. 

Mr. Boykin. Thank you. Mr. Bonner. 

The CnairmMan. I have no questions. 

Mr. BoyxKin. Counsel. 

Mr. Zincke. Does that tabulation which you have submitted show 
the claimed amounts of losses by reason of these 55 incidents. 

Miss ScuuLMAN. Yes, sir. I have that itemized. It will be put 
in the record. 

Mr. Zincke. What is the total ? 

Miss ScuutMAN. I don’t have the total, but the 5 claims that are 
pending before the State De ‘partment tot: al $19,429.50. 

We have each loss as taken from the records of the boatowners, and 
we have that itemized to show you exactly what we have. 

For instance, here is one that was seized on the 23d of March 1956. 
The fine was $1,200, They took 1,500 pounds of shrimp valued 
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$1,050. They took 1 set of doors, 2 nets, 1 valued at $1,250. They 
took all the ice, fuel, and groceries, valued at $500; and then it cost 
them another $30 to get some sort of clearance through customs, when 
they got out. That is one of them. 

In other words, the fines constitute about 13 percent of the loss 
that the fishermen suffer. We have them all. 

Mr. Zincke. It can be calculated from the list ? 

Miss ScuuLmMan, Yes, sir. If the committee will permit me, I will 
certainly prepare a statement with everything in it in the next few 
days. 

Mr. Boykin. We will permit that. 

(The list referred to follows:) 

Following is a list of some of the American fishing vessels and their losses 
incurred through seizure by Mexican authorities. The fines listed are the actual 
fines paid in securing the release of the vessels. Shrimp losses are estimated 
at the current market rate at the time of seizure based on an f. o. b. dockside 
fresh price. The poundage figure used is, in each case, that figure indicated by 
the authorities in Mexico as being the amount of shrimp, aboard the vessel at 
the time of seizure, which was confiscated. Gear losses vary on the different 
boats due to the different size of nets and doors used but are made out on a 
depreciated purchase price prevailing at the time of seizure. An average of 
$500 is added to each claim to represent the operating costs which were likewise 
lost to the owner for that particular trip during which the boat was seized. These 
regular operating costs can be broken down as follows: Ice, $200; fuel, $250; 
groceries, $150. These supplies aggregate $600, which is the normal operating 
expense for a 10- to 12-day trip. We have used the $500 as a mean average 
loss that can be applied in each instance. 


Date of Name of boat Item Amount 
seizure 

Mar. 23,1956 | Invincible... . Fine $1, 200. 00 

1,500 pe ls of shrimp, 70 cent 1, 050. 00 

| Gear loss (1 set doors, 2 nets, 1 try net 1. 250.00 

ce, fuel, and groceric 500. OO 

| United States customs clearance 40. 00 

Total 4, 030. 00 

Mar. 24,1956 | Miss Carmen Louise Fin 1. 200. 00 

i 2,094 ponds of shrimp, at 70 cent 1, #65. 80 

2 sets doors and 2 nets, estimated values 875. 00 

Ice, fuel, and groceri 500. 00 

| United States customs clearance 30. 00 

Total 4,070. 80 

es Scotsman Fine 1, 200. 00 

Shrimp and gear loss as entered in claim 2, 713. 75 

lee, fuel, and groc it 500. OO 

United States customs clearance 30. OO 

lotal 4,443.75 

Do.. Princess Fine 1, 200. 00 

Shrimp and gear lo entered in claim 062. 50 

el, and gro 1 500. OO 

( nit 1st t ecu tom cl wrance A OO 

Total 2, 692. 50 

Do Captair tty Fine 1, 200. 00 

p al rlo ent lin cl 1, 156, 25 

le fuel nd grocecic 0. 00 

United States customs clearance 10. 00 

I tal 2 RN 5 

Mar. 26,1956 | Captain Mac Fine 1. 200.00 

t 1p and gear loss as entered in claim 1, 420. 00 

le fuel nd grocerie ROO. OO 

United Stat customs clearam 30. 00 


Total 3, 150. 00 
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Date of Name of boat Item Amount 
sel re 
Apr. 22,195 Valk n $1, 200. 00 
of shrimp 2. O80. 00 
2 sets door large), 2 sets small doors, 1, 816. 00 
it net 12 cl pi 
Expense notarial fees in Tampico, telephone calls, 200. 00 
ttorney’s fees taking statements, misecllaneous 
Ic el, and grov ‘ 500. 00 
United States customs clearance 30. 00 


Tot] 5 826.00 

















June 22, 19 Lucky Star Fine 1, 200. 00 
1,400 pounds of sl p 1, 224. 50 
Gear lo 2 nets and | whole ri 925. 00 
fuel, an roceri 500. 00 
United States customs clearances 0. OO 
otal 3, 879. 50 
July 1 ) Valiant me 
114) Neon? ( rimy t 70 cent ow 
Cre net 1 set boar tr net OO 
| roc ‘ 00 
United States customs clearance 1). OO 
Total 5, 360. 00 
Do Gulf Ranger ne : 1, 200. 00 
hrir nd gear le is entered in claim 1, 665, 00 
nd grocer 500. 00 
United States ¢ te clearance 30. 00 
tal . 3, 395. 00 
Do Sea Otter Fine 1, 200. 00 
- I 1 gear lo is entered in claim 1, 5. 00 
lee nad 500. 00 
[ te eS ¢ clearance 5). OO 
otal , 605.00 


Do Captain Wilson I ( 1, 200. 00 


1 pounds of shi | 1, 841. 33 
: ke < net | oor 650. 00 
I roc OO. OO 
United States ¢ tor clearance 30. OO 





July 18, 1956 Ann Carinhas Fin 1, 200. 00 


HO0 7 I ( hrim p 390. 00 
G r nets ce plete, set f rge do rs, 2 try 1, 286. 50 
r net Coor 

I uel, en roceric 500. 00 
I n phone « cleering custor s in Brow ns- 260. 00 

bec e of seizure nd ccllaneous expenses 
lot 3, 636. 50 
Do Green’s Pride Fin 1, 200.00 
84 poun f shrimp, ct 70 cent 1, 388. 80 
G , nets, 1 set doors, 1 try net S/o. OO 
l¢ fuel, n roc ( 00. OO 
| t States C1 ( 30. 00 
I 3, 993. 80 


Feb. 15,1954 | W. J. Jr Fit ae 
Feb. 17,1954 suc Fit , 81. 00 


(, earl I cm rs doors 1, 060. CO 


I CCT ( oo 


Do 34 Houston Fir 1. 00 


i l I ! ! OO. OO 


10. 00 


t 4, OS1. 00 
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Date of Name of boat Item Amount 
seizure 
1954 Scotsman Fine £400. 00 
2,000 pounds shrimp at 60 cents 1, 200. 00 
Gear loss 
2 spools trawl cabl 201. 60 
1 spool try net cabl 17. 20 
Hardware Q 3. 00 
2 nets 809. OO 
1 try net 37. 5D 
1 set doors 295. 00 
I'ry net doors 27. 50 
10 baskets, 2 scoops, 1 rake 25 
Incidental (2 days in Tampico and travel 30). 64 
Fuel, ice, and groceries 0. 00 
Unites Stated customs clearance 30. 00 
lotal 3, 931. 69 
1953 Gulf Ranger Fine 581. 40 
1.485 pounds shrimp 1, 277. 10 
Gear loss (cable, doors, 1 net, 1 try net and door 1,015. 00 
Legal fees 876. 45 
Customs 33. OO 
Incidental expen 2 wrt 246. 25 
Travel 427. 23 
Fuel, ice and grocerit 500. 00 
Total 4, 956. 43 


Re “Buccancer”, F. P. Tower, owner. Seized Apr. 23, 1950 


1. Amount of fine imposed in United States dollars in reference to 

ee QOINNTO. occ ncaenn ae = $578. 35 
2. Type and quantity of fishing gear confiscated and estimated value: 

Fishing nets, but later returned via Matamoros, Mexico, to 


Brownsville, Tex., (cost of transporting the nets) 45.13 
3. Quantity and estimated value of shrimp confiscated: 998 pounds 
of fresh shrimp, at 62 cents 61S. 76 


4. Estimated other losses, personal expenses incurred in connection 
with seizures : 
Round trip plane fare, Brownsville, Tex., to Tampico, Mexico, 


of owner : 43.47 
Pro rata part of bill for rooms. meals, telephone calls, ete., paid 

to Hotel Inclaterra at Tampico, Mexico 86. 76 
Cash expenditures for meals, taxicab fare, and supplies for 

crew 150. 00 


Pro rata part of legal fees and expenses of Taylor, Cox, Wagner, 

& Adams, attorneys, of Brownsville, Tex., in connection with 
securing release of seized vessels, etc 250. 00 

5. Loss of fishing time: Loss of probable catch and profits from Apr. 

23, 1950, to May 12, 1950, during time boat was out of operation, 


») 


2,673.6 pounds of fresh shrimp, at 62 cents 1, 657. 63 
Total . 3, 430. 10 


Re “Tivo Boys,” Joaquin Gomez Carinhas and Manuel Jesus Carinhas, doing 
business as Independent Fish Co., owners. Seized Apr. 23, 1950 


1. Amount of fine imposed in United States dollars in reference to 
this seizure ‘ : : $: 
2. Type and quantity of fishing gear confiscated and estimated value: 
Fishing nets, but later returned via Matamoros, Mexico, to 
Brownsville, Tex. (cost of transporting the nets) 45.13 
3. Quantity and estimated value of shrimp confiscated: 1,683 pounds 
of fresh shrimp, at 62 cents : i 1, 0438. 46 
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Re “Two Boys,’ Joaquin Gomez Carinhas and Manuel Jesus Carinhas, doing 
business as Independent Fish Co., owners. Seized Apr. 23, 1950—Con. 


4. Estimated other losses, personal expenses incurred in connection 
with seizures: 

Two round trip plane fares, Brownsville, Tex., to Tampico, 

Mexico, and return, of J. G. Carinhas, at 48.30_.----_----__ 

Pro rata part of bill for rooms, meals, telephone calls, etc., paid 

to Hotel Inglaterra at Tampico, Mexico__.................. 

Cash expenditures for meals, telephone calls, taxi fare, laundry 

and cleaning, supplies for crew, stenographiec and notary fees 

and mip@elraneout Gc DONG. 2 co cei neeneeenes 

Pro rata part of legal fees and expenses of Taylor, Cox, Wagner 

& Adams, Attorneys, of Brownsville, Tex., re securing release 

OE Re WOO Winnie ack es eee ee eee 

5. Loss of fishing time: Loss of probable catch and profits from Apr. 

23, 1950, to May 12, 1950, during time boat was out of operation, 

2,018.6 pounds of fresh shrimp; at G2 centecci 3. sncnccnso 


3, 992. 93 


SEI a ass ta Sik an ain nalts ah ese deena adalat amie 


Re “Alamo,” Manuel Branco, owner. Seized Apr. 23, 1950 


1. Amount of fine imposed in United States dollars in reference to 
NEO SE Oi ois .cskniecntcenesiesgaenadhl ame ienintnie deere eeanaaete 
Type and quantity of fishing gear confiscated and estimated value: 
Fishing nets, later returned via Matamoros, Mexico, to Browns- 
ville, Tex. (cost of transporting nets) — ~~~ Siiisiaiiniabeiaiad akan 
3. Quantity and estimated value of ee confiscated : 750 pounds 
SPoah aierinn:..At Ge. COMB. 5c chit cciconiiens sti 
4. Estimated other losses, personal expenses incurred in connection 
with siezures: 

Loss of probably catch and profits from Apr. 23, 1950, to 
May 12, 1950, during time boat was out of operation, 2,673.6 
pounds freeh shrimp, at Ge cemite. ...« Wa a eee 
Round trip plane fare, Brownsville, Tex., to T mpico, Mexico, 

Oi Pe se ee oe aiaae nei ieilicas cial Meant 

Pro rata part of. bill for rooms, me: als, telephone c alls, ete. 
paid to Hotel Inglaterra at Tampico, Mexico______-_-_______~- 
Cash expenditures for meals, telephone calls, taxi fare, laundry 

and cleaning, supplies for crew, and miscellaneous expenses_ 
Pro rata part of legal fees and expenses of Taylor, Cox, Wag- 
ner & Adams, attorneys, of Brownsville, Tex., re securing 
FOIGRRG CF GEICO -WOROU Nei ciccatticunecdthsednuietnneena 


be 


i tieicsncnams 


$3, 379. 17 


$96. 60 
86. 76 


235. 00 


250. 00 


1, 657. 63 





$578. 35 


45.13 


465. 00 


1, 657. 63 
48. 30 
86. 76 

248. 00 


250. 00 


Re “Progress,” John Santos Carinhas, owner. Seized Apr. 23, 1950 


1. Amount of fine imposed in United States dollars in reference to 

this seizure ; on - ‘ = os ee 

2. Type and quantity of fishing gear confisc: ated and estim: ited value: 

Fishing nets, later returned via Matamoros, Mexico, to Browns- 

ville, Tex. (cost of transporting nets). _-_--_ 

3. Quantity and estimated value of shrimp confiscated : 362 pounds 

fresh shrimp, at 62 cents oe aoe _ 

4. Estimated other losses, personal expenses ine curred in connection 

with seizures: 

Plane fare_.-- societies areas oa DS 

Hotel bill (Fl Jardin Hotel, Brownsville, ‘Tex. 

Telephone bills, (BrowRevalie), POEs) nc suisciicmcicmanedatnsn 

Pro rata part of bill for rooms, meals, telephone calls, ete. 

paid to Hotel Inglaterra at Tampico, Mexico 


91472—57 


$578. 35 


45.13 
1, 464. 44 
171.15 


63. 00 
DA. € 
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Re “Progress,” John Santos Carinhas, owner. Seized Apr. 28, 1950—Cou 


4. Estimated other losses—Continued 

Cash expenditures for long-distance telephone calls, taxicab 

fare, meals, laundry and cleaning, hotel bill in Mexico City, 

Mexico, and Tampico, Mexico (separate from the bill of Hotel 

Inglaterra, Tampico, Mexico), supplies furnished for crew, 

and miscellaneous expenses at both Mexico City, Mexico, and 
CRAIN EO iii ticketed teks witht in bite nice pane lc ea SS15. 0O 

Pro rata part of legal fees and expenses of Taylor, Cox, Wag- 

ner & Adams, attorneys, of Brownsville, Tex., in connection 
with securing release of seized vessel, etc_._.----_ Sa 250. 00 

5. Loss of fishing time: Loss of probably catch and profits from 

Apr. 23, 1950, to May 12, 1950, during time boat was out of oper- 
ation, 2,673.6 pounds fresh shrimp, at 62 cents__.._---__---.----- 1, 657. 68 


Total_- ied : : : = anccn D, 166. 06 
Re “Cherokee”, Mrs. Lillie B, Lewis, owner, Seized April 28, 1950 
1. Amount of fine imposed in United States dollars in reference to this 
seizure ed wy 


2. Type and qu: intity of fishing gear confisc ated and estimated value: 
Fishing nets, but later returned via Matamoros, Mexico, to 


SOTS. 35 


* 


Brownsville, Tex. (cost of transporting the nets) e 45.13 
3. Quantity and estimated value of shrimp confiscated: 400 pounds 
fresh shrimp, at 62 cents____- - ae 248. 00 


4. Estimated other losses, personal expenses incur! ‘ed. in connection 
with seizures: 


2 round-trip plane fares, Brownsville, Tex., to Tampico, Mexico, 

and return (W. E. Kenon) Se ; 86.04 
1 round-trip plane fare, Brownsville, Tex., to Tampico, Mexico, 

and return (S. M. Snodgrass) ~---~ cade eee : 43. 47 
1 plane fare, Tampico, Mexico, to Brownsville, Tex., and ex- 

penses (Charles Boerig) as ae ; 32. 81 
Pro rata part of bill for rooms, meals, tele phone calls, ete., cia 

to Hotel Inglaterra at Tampico, Mexico 173. 52 
Additional amount paid to Hatel Inglaterra at Tampico, Mexico, 

by W. E. Kenon : 90. 89 


Cash expenditures by Snodgr: iss and Kenon for taxi fare, long- 
distance telephone calls, laundry and cleaning, steneographic 
and notary expenses, supplies for crew, and miscellaneous 


expenses, etc__- 4 : 3386. VO 
Repairs to trawler Cherokee by Nix Boat Yard, Brownsville, 
Tex EE ey MOLE RD ee 98. 50 


Pro rata part of legal fees and expenses of T: aylor, Cox, Wagner 
& Adams, attorneys, of Brownsville, Tex., re securing release 


of seized vessel, ete 250. OO 
5. Loss of fishing time: Loss of prob: ible cateh and profits from Apr. 23, 
1950, to May 15, 1950, during time boat was out of operation, 
2,673.6 pounds fresh shrimp, at 62 cents___- —_ 1, 657. 63 


Total eee satel nth ee eels ee 3, 691. 24 


TRAWLERS BOARDED NEAR TAMPICO OCTOBER 8, 1956 


Linda Mae; Owner (then), Wilson F. Whorton, Brownsville (since acquired 
by Producers Marine Service) ; captain, E. L. Panciera. Took two nets value 
about $700; 8 25-lb. cans of shrimp, 16-quart bucket of shrimp, value, $75; 
2 cartons cigarettes, at $2.25, $4.50: total, $779.50. 

Carlton Echo: Owner, Sea Garden Sales Co., Brownsville; captain, Bob Hol 
loman. Took only good net aboard, value, $350. 

Captain Gene: Owner, Noble Hardee, Brownsville; captain, Tommy Goodwin 
Took 3 nets worth about $350 each, total $1,050. 

Vise Gene: Owner, Vern ggi Shrimp Co., Brownsville: captain, Joe Caboda 
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'TTRAWLERS BOARDED OCTOBER 17, 1956 


Buddy: Owner, O. A. Kirkconnel, Jr., and W. J. Godfrey, Brownsville; cap- 
tain, Harley Moore. Took box of shrimp, $75; carton of cigarettes, $2.25; 
total, $77.25. 

Anastasia; Owner, Stephen Lipka, Fort Myers, Fla.; captain, John W. Gas- 
kill. Captain taken aboard gunboat. Five gallons of shrimp, $50; 2 cartons 
of cigarettes, at $2.25, $4.50; total, $54.50. 

Laguna Madre: Owner, J. G. Carinhas; captain, Anthony S. Carrancho. 
Kirst took net and then returned it; kept bow line (10 fathoms of t-tuech 
manila), $5; No. 10 snatch block and several net shackels, $25; 2 cartons of 
cigarettes at $2.25, $4.50; total, $34.50. 

Big Dahlia. 

Carlton Echo. 

Gracie T; Captain taken to gunboat. 


SHRIMP TRAWLERS BOARDED OCTOBER 19, 1956 


Valley Pride: Owner, Valley Fisheries, Port Isabel, Tex.; captain, Owen G. 
Crews. Fired upon with two shots from 20 millimeter gun. Captain taken to 
gunboat in small boat; released without loss of nets or shrimp. Gave 6 pack- 
ages of cigarettes. 

Valley Star: Owner, Valley Fisheries, Port Isabel, Tex.; captain, Eugene T. 
Crews. Captain taken to gunboat in small boat; released without loss of nets 
or shrimp; gave 4 packages of cigarettes. 


SHRIMP TRAWLERS BOARDED NOVEMBER 12, 1956 


Pescador: Owner, John Santos Carinhas, Jr., Brownsville; captain, Tom 
Wilson. Fired upon with 35 or 40 rifle shots; Captain Tom Wilson wounded 
about 35 miles off coast; boarded and taken to Tampico; released without loss 
of nets or shrimp or fine 

Valley Rio: Owner, Producers Marine Service, Port Isabel, Tex.; captain, 
Floyd Stevens. Boarded; fired upon with two rifle shots; Mexican gunboat 
admitted trawler outside Mexican waters; released. Were asked for shrimp, 
but did not have any; gave cigarettes. 

Captain Mack: Owner, Sea Garden Co.; captain, Lee A. Buie. Fired upon 
with one rifle shot; told to follow Mexican gunboat (which was then chasing 
Pescador) ; escaped in darkness 
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Mr. Boykin. Before you retire, we would like to have your own 
Congressman ask you a few questions. 
Congressman Sikes of Florida. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT L. F. SIKES, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Sikes. The distinguished chairman of this subcommittee, Mr. 
Boykin, is rendering an important service by scheduling considera- 
tion of these measures. And this action is in keeping with his great 
reputation for zealous activity on matters of fundamental interest to 
the Congress. I have just heard the presentation by Miss Mary 
Schulman, who lives in my district in Florida’s capital city of Talla- 
hassee, and who is assistant to the State attorney general. The excel- 
lent work that she has done in this field merits appreciation and com- 
mendation from all of us who are interested in the problems of the 
seafood industry and in this particular of the shrimp industry. 

I earnestly recommend the enactment of this legislation. It is 
not the final answer to the problem which confronts us; nevertheless, 
it is an important stopgap. It is an intermediate step which will be 
beneficial until the overall problem is solved. 

Each of the Gulf States has a keen interest in this matter but the 
problem is of a magnitude that cannot be solved by the States either 
singly or in cooperative action. The Mexican Government by its 
action against the American fishing vessels operating off the coast of 
Mexico constitutes a problem which is becoming more and more seri- 
ous. Several years ago American fishing interests discovered and 
developed shrimping areas In waters off the coast of Mexico but in 
oe rnational waters under the concept of sovereignty long recognized 

by the United States and other principal nations. The Mexican Gov- 

ernment claims territorial sovereignty over a greater area of coastal 
waters than that which is recognized by us. The matter has been sub- 
ject to negotiations for a period of time but in the absence of a deci- 
sion Mexican gunboats have made many raids upon American fishing 
vessels. A total of 87 American vessels have been detained, fined, had 
their equipment and catch confiscated, or have been subjected to other 
indignities. The number is growing each year. In one case the 
master of one of the vessels was shot. When fines, confiscated catches, 
and equipment are evaluated, the loss to the individual fisherman 
runs into several thousand dollars and is a matter of serious moment. 
These measures will provide reimbursement and compensation for 
injuries or death. 

Several weeks ago a number of us requested and were given a con 
ference by the Under Secretary of State, the Honorable Christian 
Herter, and other representatives of the State Department to discuss 
this matter. Attending were Senators and Congressmen from the af- 
fected States, shrimp-boat operators, and other interested individuals, 
and the problem was thoroughly aired. It was pointed out that it 
is the ee of the State Department to protect the interests 
of American ciizens abroad and that in our opinion a vigorous and 
ddtatniiad protest by the State Department would insure that Ameri 
eans would not be molested outside the 3-mile limit. I am hopeful 
that some good will come of this conference. ‘To date, however, there 
has been nothing to indicate definite action or results on the part of 
the State Department. J recognize the fact the State Department 
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is thoroughly committed to the policy of negotiations to solve world 
problems. Unfortunately, this problem mi agnifies the stature of those 
who would seek to take advantage of the U Jnited States and to push 
their own purposes regardless of right or wrong. Negotiation is a 
poor instrument to use in dealing with people who simply take advan- 
tage of the opportunity to prolong and drag out discussions and 
thereby avoid reaching a settlement. 

It has been noted from past experience that the presence of Ameri- 
can Coast Guard vessels in the area is a much more effective deterrent 
than the lackadaisical negotiations of the State Department. Coast 
Guard vessels were assigned to the area for a time and a very marked 
drop in molestation of American vessels resulted. Unfortunately, at 
this time the Coast Guard insists it has no funds with which to carry 
on patrols in that area. Taking cognizance of this fact interested 
Congressmen again have attempted to be he ‘Ipful by urging that funds 
be provided for the overhaul and operation of two minesweepers that 
are now in mothball status. But again we are left with no effective 
help at the moment. 

Obviously, we now are confronted with a situation where some 
action by this committee can be of significant benefit. Not only do I 
recommend passage of legislation now before the committee, but I 
urge that consideration be given to a proper directive to insist that 
patrol vessels be assigned to the area from present operating forces. 
A request for a more vigorous approach to this problem by the State 
Department would, I believe, also be in order. Steps such as this 
will not only buoy the hopes and help solve the problems of American 
fishermen but they will, no doubt, help our neighbor, Mexico, to realize 
that it is advantageous to live and work together for the best interests 
of both nations. In any event, I believe the Federal Government 
must provide protection and safeguards for our American citizens 
wherever they may be. 

The CuatrmMan. May I ask a question? 

Mr. Boykin. Yes. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Allen, were you going to develop the point that 
this act of August 27, 1954, might be amended so that the Ambassador 
or consul in Mexico at any port would give bond for fines, and stand 
security for whatever may be brought to pass in the seizure of a 
vessel, and then let the Government negotiate with the Mexican Gov- 
ernment with respect to payment thereof ? 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman, it was my recollection that the original 
act was for the purpose of doing just that. 

The Cuatrman. I do not think it is in the original act. 

Is it, Mr. Counsel ? 

Mr. Zincxe. It provides for the payment of fines afterward. 

The Cuatrman. It provides for reimbursement after the fines have 
been paid ? 

Mr. Zincke. That is right. 

The Cuairman. I thought that Mr. Allen was developing a point 
along the line of amending the act to let the See of the 
United States become security, so that, instead of a person who is 
brought in paying any fine, and so forth, the representative of the 
United States would become security for it. Then there would be 
negotiation. 
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Mr. Auten. As I remember it, the State Department does not want 
to be in court. They did not want to pay the fine or go up and repre- 
sent the citizen, because the State Department did not want a situation 
where a court of another country would have before it, as a person 
accused of crime, the United States of America. They preferred to 
let the citizen go through the court procedure and then reimburse 
him and then make their claim against the Government, but not as a 
part of the court procedure. 

The Cuarrman. That was the fact developed in the 1954 act. 

Mr. Auten. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. Why are the representatives of the State Depart- 
ment not here, Mr. Chairman? What reason did they give? Did you 
call them ¢ 

Mr. ZincKe. Mr. Winfield has been in touch with them. Mr. Win- 
field discovered that they had not developed their policy to the point 
where they are willing to discuss it. 

The Cuairman. When did you make the request for this report? 

Mr. Winrietp. Two weeks before this hearing was set up. 

Mr. Rivers. Do we not have our subpena power ? 

Miss Scuutman. Mr. Bonner, I might mention that we have cer- 
tainly pursued this thing with the Department of State. Ihave talked 
with everybody I could find to talk to in the Legal Department, and I 
have talked to Mr. Herter on two occasions about the bill, before it 
was introduced. Italked with the Assistant Secretary, Mr. Rubottom, 
and talked with the Legal Department, and yesterday made 2 calls and 
the day before yesterday 2 calls, trying to get that report in at this 
time. I felt that it would bein. I want tosee it. 

Mr. WinrieLp. We requested views and recommendations on March 
6. We called the State Department about 2 weeks ago and I talked 
to them at 9:30 this morning, and they still had not come to an 
agreement. ae 

The CHarrmMan. They have had practically 7 weeks. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Rivers. 

Mr. Rivers. I would like to see the committee formally ask the Sec- 
retary of State to have the State Department officially represented 
here. I would not spend time with some little bureau head down 
there, because they have many bureau heads. 

Mr. Boyxrn. I will be glad to do that. 

Mr. Rivers. As a matter of fact, they have trouble housing them in 
Washington. 

Mr. Boykin. I do not believe that we will have a bit of trouble with 
Mr. Herter. He has not had a chance to get his bearings. 

IT will tell you what we did yesterday, Mr. Bonner. They are 
going to have a new Ambassador to Mexico, Mr. Robert Hill. I know 
him well. Mr. Rivers and I were talking about him having lunch with 
us today. I find that if you talk to people you can straighten things 
out. You will remember the things we accomplished on that trip to 
Europe. 

T wanted to talk to Mr. Hill today but he could not get here because 
he had an engagement. He is coming. 


91472—57—-4 
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Our present Ambassador to Mexico, Mr. White, is retiring. | 
believe that most of you know his successor. He is a wonderful man 
and I believe that he can really get some action. 

I believe that Mr. Herter himself would be glad to come up here if 
we request 1t. 

I think your suggestion is very good. I thought that we would have 
someone here from the State De partment. 

The Cuamman. I think Mr. Herlong has something to say. 

Mr. Boyxin. I thought we might take Mr. Pelly first. He is a 
member of the full committee. 

Mr. Pecry. Mr. Chairman, first of all, I want to express my appre 
ciation for allowing me to sit in with the Fisheries Subcommittee 
because I have a great interest in this whole matter. 

Mr. Boyxin. We are delighted to have you. 

Mr. Petry. It was back in 1955 when the word first came through 
by radiotelephone that the Arctic Maid had been fired upon, that | 
voiced in the House during a 1-miuute speech the story of the depre 
dations that were being made on our fishing fleet, not only by Ecuador, 
but I later gave the full coverage to what Peru and other nations 
down there were doing. Therefore, I am partic ‘ularly interested } 
cooperating with those who are having trouble with the shrimp fish. 
ing. I came here to support the statement of my senior Senator, 
Senator Magnuson, whose representative will testify later, and also 
former member of this committee, our colleague, Congressman = 
Magnuson, who has his represent: itive here. 

The statement of this witness recalls to me that, when we were 
having trouble with the Barbary pirates for a long time, we went on 
suffering and then finally somebody said “Millions for defense but 
one one cent for tribute,” and we went down there and cleaned them 
out. 

I think we can go on, as this legislation provides, and pay fines for 
our people, because we cannot protect them, and that is right and legai. 
Nevertheless, that is not going to cure this thing. Eventually it has 
to be done by either sending cutters or airplanes, or something, to 
protect our American citizens in the lawful fishing waters of the 
country. 

I do want to commend the witness. 

Miss ScuutmMaANn. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Petry. I certainly do. 

Mr. Rivers. We hanged one of those Barbary pirates in Charleston. 

Mr. Petiy. I do not recommend that in these enlightened days we 
necessarily hang them, but I think we ought to do a little with our 
State Department to get them in position to settle this. 

I think that in an international dispute over the different boundaries, 
certain South American and Central American countries want to go 
out 200 miles. It has to be settled by an international court of law. 

Let us not forget the historic rights background. We have that in 
Alaska. We want to have some say about our problems ourselves, 
and not have them settled by some international body. 

Mr. Boykin. We will now hear from a great man from Florida, 
Congressman Sidney Herlong. 

I wonder if you would like to ask the young lady some questions, 
or make a statement, Mr. Herlong? We have talked about this prob 
lem many times. 








RIGHTS OF UNITED STATES VESSELS ON HIGH SEAS 23 


STATEMENT OF HON. A. SIDNEY HERLONG, JR., A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Hertone. Mr. Chairman, I do want to make a statement. 

[ first want to express my appreciation to you and to the committee 
for your interest in this and for having this hearing. I also appreci- 
ate the interest of the chairman of the full committee, in introducing 
this bill and pursuing it. I think he is doing a splendid service to 
the whole country as well as to the fishing industry. 

I would like to concur in and commend the statement made by this 
tine lady, Miss Schulman. She certainly demonstrated that she 
knows what she is talking about, and I think that anything added to 
that would be simply gilding the lily, so to speak. 

I want to commend Congressman Sikes for the excellent statement 

» has made. I concur in the general statement that he has made. 

| believe that every person in the shrimping business would rather 
not have these problen is and have to go to the trouble of being reim- 
bursed. To draw a simple analogy, Mr. Chairman, this bill ‘simply 
provides an aspirin tablet to cure or relieve a headac he. 

We in C om ss are simply the decuaiate that can provide the as- 
pirin tablet, but we have to go to the doctor, which is the State De- 
partment, in order to get this illness cured. We have to cure the 
cause of these headaches, and not just relieve the symptoms, 

I think that if this committee will, in its report, point up the 
fact that this is just the aspirin tablet and not the cure for the head- 

che, that it is Just relief of the symptoms, we can get somewhere, 
haces this committee will be recognized, and any statement made 
in its report will certainly bear fruit, I believe, with the State De- 
partment. 

Again I hope that this committee will add that to its report when it 
brings out the bill favorably, as I think it will. 

Mr. Borin. Thank you. 

We will hear next from Congressman Cramer, of Florida. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM C. CRAMER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Cramer. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members of 
the committee. 1 appreciate very much being with you. 

I have another committee meeting to attend and I am sure my col- 
league, Mr. Rogers of Florida, also has. 

[ want to submit a statement for the record which points up, I 
believe, some of the fundamental reasons why this legislation should 
be enacted. 

There are 2 or 3 points I wanted to make which I think might be 
of some assistance to the committee. 

In the first place, following the suggestion of my distinguished 
colleague from California, Mr. Allen, I think he put his finger on what 
is the real significance of this legislation. It is not only the reimburse- 
ment for confiscated property, and adding to the present authority to 
reimburse for fines, but it is the further significant fact that you have 
the Government of the United States versus the Government of Mexico 
sitting down and negotiating these questions of confiscated pr operty, 
that, ‘compared to the present situation, where you have a United 
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States citizen sitting down with the Government of Mexico trying to 
negotiate repayment or payment for confiscated property and, of 
course, they have not a chance in the world. 

The objective of this bill, as I see it, is to put the United States 
citizen in the same position with the Government of Mexico in nego- 
tiating, so to speak, so that these reimbursements are made, if they 
are justified, and if the ships were illegally confiscated. That, as I 
see it, is the fundamental value of the bill. 

I think it is essential that the bill be enacted regardless of whether 
this problem of additional Coast Guard ships or planes is worked 
out. 

I would like to say that all of the Congressmen from the South- 
eastern and Southern United States have been working on this. I 
have had the privilege of working on this problem with them, with 
the distinguished chairman of this committee, and with its members. 
I sat in the conference with Under Secretary Christian Herter. 

I want to say that there has never been any reservation in my mind 
as to the position of the State Department, as such, concerning this 
problem, and its desire that something be done about it. As a matter 
of fact, as I recall, in that conference the State Department clearly 
showed that it felt that it would be of significant assistance to them 
in trying to negotiate their problems with Mexico if they had addi- 
tional ships there to give them actual data upon which they could 
base known facts, established on the record by these ships down there, 
as to where these seizures took place, and then which are illegal, and 
on that basis, could better negotiate the problem that presently exists 
with Mexico. 

I do not think that there is any reservation in their minds with 
regard to the need for the ships. I think that they have so testified 
to the Appropriations Subcommittee with regard to that. 

When it comes to the Treasury Department, the fundamental ques- 
tions with them seem to be as to whether or not the Coast Guard has 
the authority, as such, to do this job. So far as I am concerned, they 
have already recognized that authority by putting one ship there. 
They should further recognize the authority by finishing the job which 
they have started. 

I wholeheartedly disagree with their position and have done all 
in my power to try to get them to change their position, and to take 
a more realistic view of this situation. 

I want to express my belief that this bill is absolutely essential, and 
that undoubtedly it will be helpful for this committee in its report 
to state the need for additional protection but, as my distinguished 
colleague from Florida, Mr. Herlong, has pointed out, at the same 
time to point out to the State Department and Treasury Department 
that this is only one arm of an effort to solve a problem which, in the 
opinion of Congress, should have something done about it. 

Therefore, I urgently urge that this committee pass the legislation 
and give the fishermen on the high seas the protection to which they 
are entitled as American citizens. 

I would like to have the privilege of submitting a statement to 
that effect, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Thank you very much. We will be glad to have it. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 
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STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM C. CRAMER 


Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to come before you together with a distinguished 
group of citizens of this country and seek a fair and equitable resolution of the 
serious problem that faces a very important segment of our economy. Included 
among those appearing today are a number of distinguished representatives of 
the fishing industry of the State of Florida which produced a market worth 
$25.6 million in 1955 of which, I am proud to say, some 82 percent of this was 
produced by the west coast of the State and the area which I represent. 

The problem faced today can be simply stated. American fishing vessels have 
been illegally victimized on the high seas. It is the understood and legally 
accepted obligation of the Government of the United States to provide protec- 
tion for these men and their property when illegally seized and their goods con- 
fiscated. In lieu of that protection being given, H. R. 5526 on which you hear 
testimony today, obligates the United States Government for the liability and 
loss to those individuals who are illegally attacked on the high seas. 

Beyond the direct loss to individuals such compensation must be provided that 
a sound economy may be maintained among the operators of this great segment of 
American food production that has been called our greatest undeveloped natural 
resource. 

The State of Florida and the Southeast has a tremendous stake in the main- 
tenance of this business venture. Only the assurance, first, of protection from 
armed and illegal seizure and, second, provision to withstand the dollar loss and 
consequent bankruptcy of an industry when this protection is not provided, will 
serve to stabilize and provide continuation of this industry. 

The majority of the representatives of the State of Florida here today are 
concerned with the shrimping industry which is the chief victim of these illegal 
attacks. I am deeply concerned with the future of this particular industry 
because in the United States the shrimp producers lead all other fisheries products 
with a total national production of over $70 million. As earlier indicated Florida 
produces over one-third of this amount. According to Annie J. Suomela, Director 
of the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, “Shrimp fishing remains the most valu- 
able resource in the United States fishing industry.’ This is the industry that 
is threatened with financial and economic extinction unless safeguards, including 
the financial guaranties of H. R. 5526 are provided. 

I would include at this time a report on the domestic shrimp industry indicating 
the importance of these producers and the extent of operation as regards em- 
ployment and investment. This inclusion is asked that the particular segment 
of the entire fishing industry most affected by unwarranted attack and seizure, 
and which is greatly concerned with the First District of Florida which I repre- 
sent, may graphically be brought to the attention of the committee in its studies. 


The domestic shrimp fishery (preliminary data) 
Employment : 








BNI as sce ctw tnt sin soh Sen ee ecient sila alae ace ar 16, 000 
ES WINN iis cision pecs eters be ante ee 16, 500 
Total... -.222 nnn nn nnn nnn ew een ecnccnennnseecccses 83, 500 
Fishing craft: 
Dons (ieee than 6 Net GONG a oad cnwe es gceaaeen 3, 146 
WOMGIR: CD: TAGE COTS WINE OVO Daisies acetic sarc eaninteg ie ee 2, 626 
I es cca ec es ts sp es aa nga de aa ell al 5, 772 
Crate Gebine Of: High G6AG-O8 MORO O icc sic ncccc came 500 
Shrimp catch, 1956: Pounds (heads on) Value 
On United Biatel COARSE q 3 oc ccc ccmdecconen 176, 500, 000 $52, 000, 000 
CUTE TRRCECIRT COG Gi is has nis cs ces ncrinisenn an nena 38, 500, 000 15, 000, 000 
Te MIE cn distin scbsstgpccusnileada cag seas ea aca elelaaaaee 215, 000, 000 67, 000, 000 
Value of shrimp fishery, 1953 (year of peak productivity) : 
¥ane of catel: 10 alermiGtsn cece nee sekwaoet 77, 000, 000 
Value to primary wholesaler and processors_____-----_.._____ 100, 000, 000 
Value to retailers, restaurants; Cte. ods nc ccc 196, 000, 000 
Mstimated value of shrimp craft and gear--______--____--___- 77, 000, 000. 
Estimated value of shore establishments handling shrimp___--_ 55, 000, 000. 


Source: U. 8S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Mar, 4, 1957. 
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Actual records to demonstrate the loss to Florida and other producers by attack 
have been prepared by the Commandant of the United States Coast Guard. This 
ehart clearly indicates losses to the industry and the many occasions over the 
past 7 years where the protection of the United States was not provided to our 
nationals. It is most appropriate that such a record has been made available 
to the committee. 

(The above-mentioned chart appears on p. 10.) 


Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, I hope that you will closely 
attend the serious representations made to you today in understanding of a 
most concerning problem. Through your action it will be possible to again 
cuarantee to American citizens freedom of the seas and the assurance that the 
full authority and responsibility of the United States stands behind their law 
ful acts in the pursuit of a famous and traditional occupation. 


Mr. Cramer. I had the privilege of working with Miss Schulman 
as a member of the legislature when IT was there. She was then 
assistant attorney general of Florida. She is a woman of extremely 
high qualifications and ability and standing in the State of Florida. 

I would like to leave that thought with this committee, as others 
already have, because she has been doing a terrific job for some time, 
and, if she tells us something, it is true. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Thank you very much. You have given a good 
statement. We appreciate it. 

Mr. Cramer. I hate to leave, but I must, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boykin. We will excuse you. 

Congressman Paul Rogers will be our next witness. 

I want to tell you that your wonderful father has appeared before 
us many, many times. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL G. ROGERS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Rogers. Thank you. I am sure that he has received the same 
wonderful treatment that we all receive here. 

I know that the committee has the full picture of this problem 
with which we are faced. All of us have been very much concerned 
with the fact that our fishermen have not been protected on the high 
seas. This is just am interim measure until positive steps are taken. 

I am not going into more detail, because we have members of the 
industry here who will join Mary Schulman, who made such a fine 
statement. 

I also see James Golden here, who is assistant to our own Senator, 
Senator Holland. 

I will not take any more time, except to say that we all feel that 
this legislation is needed and also we hope that the committee will 
help us in our fight to get the State Department to insist on proper 
protection for our fishermen on the high seas. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Boykin. Thank you. 

(The statement of Congressman Rogers follows :) 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE PAUL G. ROGERS OF I-LORIDA 


Mr. Chairman, I would like to join with the other proponents of the jill 


which you have introduced, H. R. 5526, which seeks to amend Public Law so 
of the 883d Congress, an act designed to protect the rights of vessels of the 
i nited States on the high seas. 
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We are all aware of the several instances that have occurred, particularly 
in the Gulf of Mexico, in which American shrimp boats, in fact, Florida shrimp 
boats, have been seized by the Mexican Government claiming that our boats 
were operating within her territorial waters. Our Government recognizes the 
3-mile limit as the territorial limit of Mexico, however, Mexico claims 9 miles. 
Actually, our fishemen have been staying outside the 9-mile zone but still have 
been subject to harassment, boarding, and capture by Mexican gunboats. 

It is my understanding that this legislation would act as interim protection 
until our Government gives full protection to American nationals operating 
on the high seas. I urge that the committee consider this legislation favorably 
which will be of great benefit to the Florida fishing industry. 


Mr. Boykin. We will now hear from Congressman Joe Kilgore of 
Texas, 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOE M. KILGORE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Kancore. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I, too, appreciate the interest that you and your subcommittee have 
taken in this matter, and I particularly appreciate the interest that the 
chairman of the main committee, Mr. Bonner, has taken in the 
legislation. 

The statement that Mary Schulman gave you is an excellent and 
exhaustive statement. She is a very able and competent person, as 
stated by other people. There are, as you have been told, people from 
all over the United States representing the fishing industry who can 
give their stories firsthand. In view of that situation, I would like to 
submit a statement to the committee, and not intrude further on your 
time. 

Mr. Boykin. Thank you. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOE M. KILGORE, OF TEXAS 


In 1954 the Congress enacted Public Law 680 which had as its object the protec- 
tion of the rights of the United States on the high seas and in the territorial 
vaters of foreign countries. More specifically, the intent of this legislation was 
to afford protection to American fishing vessels which while exercising their rights 
as proclaimed by our Government outside of the historically recognized 3-mile 
territorial waters of a foreign nation were nevertheless molested, seized, and 
urrested. In many instances the cargo and nets of these fishing vessels were 
seized by foreign nationals in an attempt to enforce unilaterally declared extended 
territorial limits. 

I. R. 5526, and identical bills, which are now being considered by this commit- 
tee, have as their purpose the extension of the protection of the rights of the 
American fishermen which were recognized by the 83d Congress in the passage 
of Public Law 680. 

I submit to this committee that the premise upon which the initial legislation 
in this field was predicated is not only equally valid and justified as it was in 
1954, but in the thoughts of most of us who are concerned with the welfare of our 
\merican fishermen, the need for protection and affirmation of our faith in the 
historical principles of the freedom of the high seas has and is growing more 
acute each day. 

The Senate Appropriations Committee is now considering a budget request 
Which will provide additional Coast Guard patrol to help protect American 
shrimpers from the unlawful molestation of various foreign nations. Our De- 
partment of State is now preparing for a world conference under the auspices of 
the United Nations which will attempt to resolve the growing number of conflicts 
which are resulting from the exaggerated claims of territorial waters by certain 
foreign countries. 

In the meantime, while the diplomats are conferring and the Congress is con- 
sidering, our American fishermen in pursuit of their livelihood are on the front- 
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lines facing threats, seizures, fines, and even personal injury and possible death 
at the hands of foreign gunboat crews. 

There is no Member of this Congress more anxious to foster good international 
relations, particularly with our neighbors to the south than I, but at the same time 
I cannot tolerate the abuse of our American fishermen upon the high seas. 

In view of the continued and even accelerated molestation of our nationals 
while fishing upon the high seas and moreover, since the Congress of the United 
States has already recognized that it is a proper function of this Government to 
protect our fishermen who are plying their trade under what has been historically 
considered to be lawful conditions, I believe it to be our duty to reaffirm these 
principles and to extend this protection in such a manner as will be more com- 
pletely and realistically compensatory for the dangers and losses which our 
fishermen have faced in the past and are sure to experience in the future. 

Mr. Boykin. We have with us Congressman William Bates, of 
Massachusetts, and we would certainly be glad to hear from hin. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM H. BATES, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Bares. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am always happy and delighted to come before this committee. 

Perhaps some of the members might wonder why someone from 
New England might appear here today on a matter which seems to 
be so far removed from his own area. Of course, I do represent 
Gloucester, which is the largest a of edible ground fish in the en 
tire United States, so that “if 1 do not have an interest in general 
fishing problems, I had better have one. 

In addition, Mr. Chairman, before we had the great leadership of 
Chairman Bonner, I think it was quite evident here in Congress that 
all of us worked out separate ways, and we never really were etfec 
tive, in promoting the fishing industry throughout the United States. 

I think it is important for all of us to work for the fishing indus 
try, even though immediately it might not concern us. I think the 
third point, as Mr. Rice will develop in his prepared statement which 
I have read and with which I concur, has to do with the possible 
developments in the fishing industry as related to this problem in 
respect to Canada and what action they are contemplating in the 
same area at the present time. 

Mr. Chairman, if there was any doubt in my mind before I came 
here as to the merits of this bill, Miss Schulman has cert: ainly con 
vinced me. I do not have to tell her of the fine job which she has 
done here. She has been specific on the point and she has covered 
pe sere fully. 

I do not believe, as ever yone else. has expressed here, that this is going 
to do the job of and by itself. I think that we are merely temporiz- 
ing with an overall problem, and that there are m: iny other areas in 
which it must be pursued, which everybody so fully covered here. 

In brief, I would like to say that, if we were a small fledgling 
nation today, perhaps we might have to pay tribute to some of these 
nations, but cert: iinly the United States, the greatest power in the 
history of the world, should not have to take this type of thing from 
smaller nations. 

I agree with the statement which Mr. Rice is going to make and 
I am in accord with the expressed sentiments of the bill. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Petty. Could Task Mr. Bates a question / 

Mr. Boyxin. Yes. 

Mr. Petiy. Have you found on the east coast, through interna- 
tional agreement, or maybe commission with Canada, you have 
worked out your various controversial problems to mutual satisfac- 
tion ? 

Mr. Bares. Well, Mr. Rice will cover that particular point later on 
and expand on it in his own statement. I think that, if you will wait, 
it will probably be covered. 

Mr. Peiiy. I know that on the west coast we have had a halibut 
commission and have restored halibut fisheries jointly with the Cana- 
dians. We have worked on the theory that if one or the other worked 
independently, we would have no fisheries left. 

Mr. Barres. We have worked on conservation, but, if they ever stop 
some of the imports coming from these countries, perhaps they might 
reverse their tactics. 

Mr. Boykin. I do not believe we are going to have a bit of trouble 
when we really sit down and talk to the proper people in Mexico. 
That is what we want to try todo. That is the reason I talked to our 
new Ambassador yesterday. He is from the State Department, and 
he thought the same way. 

Chairman Bonner, I think that when we get back after the Easter 
recess, we will ask him, and also Governor Herter, to have lunch in 
the Speaker’s dining room, where we can talk this over. 

The Mexicans are good neighbors and are doing business with the 
United States. Some of the best people I have known in my life are 
right in Mexico. You will find a few bad ones everywhere. Possibly 
we have a few bad ones ourselves. 

I think that we can work the thing out. 

I am going to ask Mr. Bonner to appoint a committee to possibly 
go there and look into it ourselves. 

Miss Schulman has given us some wonderful information here. She 
has her facts well worked out and they will certainly open our eyes. 

Mr. Petry. I hope we will not overlook the fact that there are 
other countries besides Mexico involved. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes. I really do not think we will have trouble in 
Mexico if we have an understanding with the proper people. That 
is What Mr. Hill said yesterday afternoon. That is what I intend 
to do. 

Are there any other questions ? 

Mr. Allen? Mr. Allen has certainly been active on this committee. 
Ife was at the conference which we had with Under Secretary Herter, 
along with the rest of us. I believe he knows as much about this as 
any living man. He has certainly taken a wonderful interest in it, 
along with Mr. Tollefson and the rest of our people. 

As soon as Mr. Allen finishes, we will hear from Mr. Dingell. 

We have many, many more witnesses. We have asked to sit this 
afternoon, even though we are in session, to try to finish up on this 
bill, because it is so important. 

Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Auten. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Miss Schulman, do you have the figures on the Mexican shrimp 
industry’s catch and where they iiarket it? 
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Miss ScuutmMan. Yes, sir. We have those figures. They will be 
placed in our statement that goes into the record. 

Mr. Auten. Where is the catch marketed ? 

Miss ScuutMAN. It is marketed in the United States. 

Mr. Auten. The thought was going through my mind that it might 

be possible to have some provision that when the United States took 
over or was subrogated to the rights of the fishermen by paying the 
fines, and so forth, that after a period of 90 days or 6 months, unless 
there was an agreement on the settlement, the imports of the product 
might be cut down somewhat. 

Miss Scuutman. If you could pass something like that, that would 
bring our troubles to a quick end. If they don’t market their shrimp 
in the United States, there is no need for them to go and catch them. 

Mr. Atien. It seems to goa little far to let ne om take it aw wy trom 
us and then bring it back here and let us pay for i 

Thank you. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Allen, I asked the same question at lunch the 
other day, and I think you told us that about 99 percent of their 
catch was marketed in the United States. 

Miss ScuutMan. I would say about 99 percent, Mr. Boykin. 

Mr. Boyxin. Governor Herter asked you that, too. 

Miss ScHuLMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boykin. Congressman Dingell. 

Mr. Dincevu. I have only one brief question, Mr. Chairman. I 
have noticed that this bill provides that they should be compensated 
by the people of the United States. Would you say that it would be 
better to do it that way than to work out some kind of an insurance 
scheme where the people who are actually going to profit by this 
fishing would pay for the cost of insurance, rather than dumping it 
on the people of the United States? 

Miss ScuuLMan. It cannot be done that way. Our United States 
Government says that we have a right to fish on the high seas, and 
only the United States Government can give us protection on the high 
seas against a foreign government. When they come and seize our 
people and take them to a Mexican jail and impose fines on them and 
take all their property and equipment, only the United States Govern- 
ment can come to their rescue. 

As a matter of fact, I might say that they are having insurance 
problems today on account of this international situation. Even get- 
ting boats insured and getting proper insurance coverage is very 
dificult. They have quite a difficult insurance problem right now 
due to the fact that the United States is not giving the people this 
protection they need on the high seas down there. 

Mr. Dinceit. Thank you. 

Mr. Boyxry. Thank you very much. You certainly have given us 
a lot of information. I knew you were going to do just that. We 
were looking forward with a great deal of “ple: sure to your statement. 

Miss Scuutman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have enjoyed being 
with the committee. 

Mr. Bonner, I especially want to commend you on the fine statement 
you made before the House when you introduced the bill. 
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STATEMENT OF A. W. ANDERSON, CHIEF, BRANCH OF COMMERCIAL 
FISHERIES, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF 
THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Boykin. Next is Mr. A. W. Anderson, Chief of the Branch of 
Commercial Fisheries of the Department of the Interior. 

Will you give your name and title / 

Mr. Anprerson. My name is A. W. Anderson. I am chief of the 
Branch of Commercial Fisheries of the United States Fish and Wild- 
life Service, and I am representing the Department of the Interior 
here today. 

The Department of the Interior has submitted to the Bureau of the 
Budget copies of its reports on H. R. 5526 and H. R. 5943, in order 
to get its advice concerning the relation of the Department’s report 
to the program of the President. 

This advice has not been received yet from the Bureau of the Budget. 
llowever, [ can say that the Department recommends enactment of 
H. R. 5526 because it seems obvious that if vessel owners should be reim- 
bursed for fines, they should also be reimbursed for any other direct 
expenses incurred. 

In connection with section 2 of H. R. 5943, the Department is not 
aware of any compelling need for extending the date of this amend- 
ment back to January 1950, when the act itself is dated August 27, 
1954. . 

If this bill is approved by the committee, unless there is some com- 
pelling need for extending the date back that far, the Department sug- 
gests that the date January 1950 be eliminated and substitute August 
27, 1954, 

Mr. Boykin. Are there any questions / 

Mr. Dingeit. On what line would that entry be ¢ 

Mr. Anverson. That is section 2 of H. R. 5943. 

Mr. Boyxin. Is there any other question, Mr. Dingell ? 

Mr. Dinceti. No, sir. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Tollefson / 

Mr. Touterson. I have no questions. 

Mr. Boyxin. Mr. Chairman / 

The CHairMaNn. Yes. In another act of Congress we created the 
Bureau of Commercial Fisheries in the United States Fish and Wild- 
life Service in the Department of the Interior, with an Assistant Sec- 
retary, and the testimony at that time was that the reason they wanted 
this Secretary is to settle international difficulties, to have him on a 
level to do so. 

Does the Mexican Government have a bureau of fisheries or a depart 
ment of fisheries with a director or anybody of that title? 

Mr. AnNprersoN. Yes, it does 

The Cuairman. The testimony here has been that 99 percent of this 
catch off the Mexican coast comes into the United States. 

Mr. ANprerson. A very substantial part of it. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. In your opinion, then, would it not be a great deal 
of help if this new Assistant Secretary we have would have a con- 
ference with the secretary of the department in Mexico? 

Mr. ANperson. I would like to convey that suggestion to him. 

The CHarrmMan. Is he present here today / 
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Mr. Anperson. Not today; no, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Has that ever been discussed ? 

Mr. Anverson. This bill has been discussed, but not that particular 
phase. 

The Cuarrman. I am not talking about the bill. Iam talking about 
the possibility of negotiation, which was the reason given in the testi- 
mony for creating this new assistant secretaryship. 

Mr. Anverson. No, sir; to my knowledge, that particular suggestion 
has not been discussed. 

The CHarrMan. Do you think he would have any effect on it? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, I think discussion would bale. I might men- 
tion also that we now have an attaché in Mexico City. He has been 
there for about the last 6 months. 

The CHatrMaNn. Since the creation of this assistant secretaryship 
in the Department of the Interior, has this matter been discussed with 
Mexican officials ¢ 

Mr. Anperson. Not to my knowledge. 

The Cuatrrman. Would you think that that would be advisable / 

Mr. Anperson. As I said before, I think that discussion helps in 
all of these things. 

The CHarrMAN. It is possible that the import duty on these Mexican 
shrimp might be so increased that it would not be interesting for the 
Mexicans themselves to catch shrimp. Is that not possible ? 

Mr. ANperson. That is quite true. The market for Mexican shrimp 
is in the United States, and if duties were increased, it would make if 
very difficult for them. 

The CuarrmMan. The reason we were so interested in this division 
of the Fish and Wildlife Servce was for this specific purpose, was it 
not ¢ 

Mr. Anprerson. I think that was one of the reasons, yes, sir. 

The CHatrmMan. That is all. 

Mr. Boykin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Congressman Allen of California. 

Mr. ALLEN. I have no questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Bates of Massachusetts ? 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Anderson, what position has the Mexican Govern 
ment taken on this matter? Have they made any statement with re- 
spect to the general seizure of our fishing ? 

Mr. ANperson. There have been a lot of statements. I do not know 
whether they are official Mexican statements or not. 

Mr. Bares. What is the position today of the Mexican Government, 
relative to these seizures / 

Mr. Anperson. I would think that someone from the State Depart 
ment would have to comment on that, because it falls more properly 
within their responsibilities. 

Mr. Bares. Who actually licenses these vessels? Are they repre- 
sentatives of the Mexican Government / 

Mr. ANverson. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Bares. Then obviously the practice must be condoned by the 
Government. 

Mr. Anperson. That would be a logical assumption. 

Mr. Boykin. Thank you very muc h. 

Congressman Dingell / 
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Mr. DINGELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I was interested in several things about this particular bill. The 
first is: Are there any cost estimates as to what this bill will cost the 
taxpayer ¢ 

Mr. Anperson. We were unable to make any sound estimates. 

Mr. Dince.L. You recommended against this particular retroactive 
clause at the end of H. R. 5948. What would the cost of that have 
been ¢ 

Mr. Anperson. We were not sure about it and we were not sure 
that there was a definite need for it. We do know that there were 
seizures beginning, perhaps, around 1950, and presumably this was 
to reimburse those. people during the period from 1950 to 1954. 

Mr. Dinceii. Let me ask you this question: Is there any agency or 
branch in your Departme nt which could take over this particular job 
on an insurance basis ? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes. We could investigate it. We are working 
with the New England fishing industry now on insurance problems up 
there, and our economic section does insurance work. 

Mr. Dinceiyi. They do do insurance work ? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes. 

Mr. Dineceiti. What kind of insurance work do they do? 

Mr. Anprerson. They work together with the industry to develop 
cooperative insurance plans whereby insurance rates can be lowered. 

Mr. Dincet. What about offering, let us say, reinsurance to insur- 
ance companies, to take this kind of risk ¢ 

Mr. Anperson. Well, that is a possibility. That could be investi- 
gated. 

Mr. Dineetx. Do you know whether there is any division of your 
Department which could presently take over the job of offering insur- 
ance to these people ? 

Mr. Anprerson. No; I don’t think that the Department of the In- 
terior is in that position, to offer that type of insurance. The Mari- 
time Administration does have some insurance features, and we have 
been investigating that in connection with the New England situation, 
about which I talked. 

Mr. Dinceti. Would you be able to tell me whether this could be 
handled better by offering direct Government insurance or by offering 
reinsurance ? 

Mr. Anperson. I think you would have to go into the details of it, 
because sometimes the reinsurance is a more favorable thing to do 
and it keeps it in the hands of private industry rather than involving 
the Government, and that is what has been Interior’s policy in these 
insurance ‘e dise ussions. 

The Cratrman. Would you yield? 

Mr. Dincert. I would be delighted to yield. 

The Crarrman. Along the line of insurance, you certainly would 
not think that an American citizen would have to get insurance against 
a friendly nation; would you? 

Mr. Anperson. Well, it seems rather odd, when he is supposed to 
be able to fish up to the 3-mile limit and he is fishing outside a 
9-mile limit. You ro not think he would have to get insurance. 

The Cuatrman. I did not gather from the testimony that you 
would look with any symp: thy on the matter of insurance in a case 
of this kind. 
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Mr. Anperson. No. My personal opinion would be that it is a 
Gove rnment matter, and not an insurance matter. 

The Cuarrman. That is all. 

Mr. Dincewx. I have no further questions. Thank you very much, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boykin. Are there any other questions ? 

Mr. Allen ? 

Mr. Annen. Mr. Anderson, in handling these cases, what depart- 
ment of the Government really takes the initiative and bears the load, 
as it were? Is it Interior or State? 

Mr. Anpverson. It is not Interior. I believe it is the Department 
of State. 

Mr. Auten. Do you feel that the execution of this law of August 
27, 1954, is the responsibility of the State Department and not of the 
Interior Department ? 

Mr. Anperson. I think that is correct ; yes. 

Mr. Atten. Does it, however, involve a question that materially 
affects the fishing industry, and which, under the reorganization of 
the Fish and Wildlife Service, is a matter in which your own De- 
partment should make some change of polic v there ? 

Mr. Anperson. Well, I don’t know whether there should be a 
change of policy. Certainly, the Department of the Interior is very 
much interested in this matter, because it does affect fisheries, in which 
the Department is interested. 

Mr. Atuen. As Mr. Bonner pointed out, there is a provision in the 
bill which indicates that the Assistant Secretary should take the re- 
sponsibility in fishery problems and, I think, makes it the duty of the 
Secretary of State to consult or be advised by your Department. 
Has that burden that was put on your Department been carried out 
since the passage of that reorganiz: ition law ? 

Mr. Anperson. I think it is being carried out, very definitely. Of 
course, our new Secretary has not been on the job very long ‘but he 
has had consultations with the Department of State and with other 
departments in these matters and [ think as time goes on you will 
see more frequent consultations and more definite action. 

Mr. Avten. Who calls on the Coast Guard to give assistance? Is 
that Interior or State? 

Mr. Anprrson. That is the Department of State. 

Mr. ALLEN. Do you know why they call on the Coast Guard and 
not the Navy 

Mr. pp T believe it is the Coast Guard’s responsibility. 

Mr. Atuen. Thank you. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Thank you. 

Are there any other questions, gentlemen? Have you heard from 
the man you have had stationed in Mexico for 6 months? 

Mr. Anperson. Not anything definite in regard to these seizures. 

Mr. Auten. It is pretty slow, is it not ? 

Mr. Anperson. He is in Mexico City and the seizures are all on 
the east coast in places that are difficult to get to. 

Mr. Auten. He could talk to the officials in Mexico City. 

Mr. Anperson. He does talk to them. He is very well acquainted 

Mexico. He has been in Mexico for a number of years on other 
activities. TI think he is doing a very good job in consultation with 
them. 
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Mr. Auten. Are there any other questions, gentlemen ? 

The Cuamrman. Did you say you have had a gentleman there for 
6 months? Who is he? 

Mr. Anperson. His name is Milton Lindner. 

The Cuatrman. To get back again to the reason for the creation 
of this Commercial Fisheries Bureau and assistant secretaryship of 
the Interior, is he not attempting to do just what you complained, or 
the industry complained was impossible to do when we created the 
secretaryship ? 

Mr. Anverson. I do not quite understand your question. 

The Cramman. Is this man whom you have had in Mexico 6 months 
attempting to do what the industry was complaining about when we 
had this bill up to divide the Fish and Wildlife Service? Is that not 
what he is trying to do? Was it not testified at that time that your 
Bureau was unable to do it because of the stature of the man? 

Mr. Anperson. That man is part of the Foreign Service and actu- 
ally comes under the Department of State, but he is appointed in con- 
sultation with the Department of the Interior, and he works pri- 
marily on economic matters, reports on developments in Mexico. 

The Cnarrmman. If he has been down there 6 months there is not 
much hope of any assistance in that venture, is there ? 

Mr. Anprrson. I would say, yes. 

The Cramman. Well, is this not going right on? 

Mr. Anperson. Well, he is involved primarily with economic mat- 
ters and these are political matters when there is a seizure of the 
shrimp vessels. He is very helpful because of his knowledge of the 
industry and his acquaintanceship with the people in the Department 
of Fisheries. 

The Cuatrman. Has he made any reco ay whatsoever ? 

Mr. Anprerson. Well, that is difficult to say. Vessels have still been 
seized. 

The Cuarrman. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Anderson, I do underst: ant however, that you 
are absolutely for Mr. Bonner’s bill, H. R. 5526. You have approved 
it. 

Mr. Anperson. That is correct. 

Mr. Boykin. Thank you very much. 

Now, Mr. Bonner and gentlemen of the committee, I was just talk- 
ing to my able friend here who did such a grand job here, Mr. Kluc- 
zynski, and he has a suggestion, gentlemen, that might be very good. 
Would you mind telling the gentlemen about it ? 

Mr. Kuvezynsxt. Mr. Chairman, I have a suggestion. TI am sure 
that the whole committee is for the very important legislation that 
means so much, especially to the shrimp industry. I know that there 
are many people from out of town who would like to be heard. You 
must understand that we go into session in a few minutes and are 
going to be tied up all day. We have the appropriations bill for 
the State De ypartment. We are going to adjourn tomorrow and will 
not return until after the 29th of April. 

Having had almost 30 years of legislative experience, I know what 
happens to bills, especially toward the close of the session. They 
get caught in the hopper and have to wait until the next year. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask if some of those interested in the legis- 
lation would just give the statement and we could insert it in the 
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record and I am sure that the subcommittee could report the bill out 
to the full committee this morning. You can filibuster your own bill. 
That is what happens in legislation when everybody is for a certain 
bill. You are going to filibuster your own bill. 

I believe we can pass this in the subcommittee this morning. 

Mr. Borxrn. I have talked to all of the members of the subcom- 
mittee and many members on the full committee and to many members 
from practically every State, and all of them are for the Bonner bill. 

Mr. Gautier, you are for this bill 1,000 percent, I understand. 


STATEMENT OF HERMES GAUTIER, PASCAGOULA ICE & FREEZER 
CO., PASCAGOULA, MISS. 


Mr. Gautier. Indeed I am. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Is there anybody opposed ? 

Mr. Gautier. My Congressman, Bill Colmer, is not here, but he 

said that he would file a statement as soon as he returns to Washing- 
ton. Heis very much in favor of the Bonner bill. 

Mr. Boykin. Everybody can do that. Is there anybody against 
this bill 

Mr. Petuy. Mr. Chairman, I have a master of one of the vessels 
that was fired on off the coast of Ecuador. He has come all the way 
back here. I think the members ought to realize that it is not only 
Mexico and that our fishing vessels have been actually fired on by 
other countries. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Chairman, I think we are not going to have 
trouble with Mexico when we talk to them. We will hear from your 
constituent now because you have been so helpful. 

Mr. Petiy. I would like to direct an inquiry to you. 

There are two pieces of legislation that would provide for reim- 
bursement of losses not only of the property and owners but the per- 
sonnel of these vessels, the man who was hit in the knee with the shell. 
I think if you are going to report out the one bill you should provide 
later on to provide reimbursement to the people that were on these 
vessels. 

Mr. Boykin. What country was involved in this incident of which 
you are talking ? 

Mr. Petry. I am referring specifically to the Arctie Maid, and Wil- 
liam Peck, who was shot when he was on that vessel by the nationals 
of Ecuador. We have cases where these vessels actually were given 
permission to proceed to port and were seized and fined. It is an inter- 
national banditry. I think the members of this committee ought to 
know about it. 

Miss ScuttmMANn. Mr. Chairman, we also have the owner of a shrimp 
boat whose captain was shot down by a Mexican gunboat captain last 
November. It finally got to be so embarr assing to the Mexicans I 
think they actually finally paid the man’s hospital bill. 

Mr. Petiy. I wonder if the chairman would direct a question and 
ask if those who have come from a long way such as from Seattle, 
which is 3,000 miles away, would like to make a statement before we 
take action on this particular bill. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Would you like to do that? 

Mr. Kyros. Yes; I would like to. 

Mr. Boyxry. Will you give your name to the reporter ¢ 
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STATEMENT OF HOMER KYROS, BOAT CAPTAIN, “ARCTIC MAID,” 
SEATTLE, WASH. 


Mr. Kyros. My name is Capt. Homer Kyros. I was the captain 
of the Arctic Maid. 

Mr. Boykin. Have a seat, Captain. 

Mr. Petty. Mr. Chairman, I am very happy that Captain Kyros 
is here, because back in 1955 when word first came that his vessel had 
been fired on, as I said earlier in this hearing, I reported to the floor 
what was going on, and I have in the record a number of cases. 

Now after all these years, I think the committee is to be commended 
for allowing a man like Captain Kyros to come here and give his full 
testimony. 

Mr. Boviin. This committee — always do that with any citizen. 
We are delighted to have you, Captain. You surely look all right 
now. [expect he could put up a pretty good fight himself 

Mr. Peniy. I think he could, but one of the members of his crew 
got shot. 

Mr. Kyros. I am just going to tell you a few of the incidents and 
why I am in favor of this amendment and some of the time we have 
spent trying to get some relief, but principally I will later on submit 
my own statement. 

Mr. Boykin. We will be glad to insert it in the record. 

Mr. Kyros. The Arctic Maid is a refr igerated boat, about 1,000 
tons. We do not have our own boats that fish. We just freeze the fish. 
It is a large refrigerated ship. These smaller boats of 100 tons do the 
actual fishing and transfer them on our boat and we freeze them and 
bring them back to the States. When we were off of the Ecuadoran 
coast 27 miles, the patrol boats came up and first of all they boarded us 
and talked to us and told us we were in their waters, that 200 miles was 
their waters accordirng to their interpretation. 

I told them that I am on the high seas, 27 miles, and we recognized 
3 miles off the coast. 

In this instance the patrol captain gave me a little argument and he 
wanted a little bit of whisky and cigarettes. He saw that he could not 
get anything out of me so he talked very nicely, in fact was very 
friendly, I thought, and finally he took off. This was about 3:30 in 
the morning . 

We were all sleeping but one man who was on watch. All our lights 
were on, drifting at night. We were naturally not trying to hide any- 
thing with all our lights burning. I thought rather than create any 
more animosity with these patrol boats I w ill move out further, which 
I did after the patrol boat left. 

After I had started out I saw the patrol boat coming back and he 
was firing onus. I did not know what he was doing at first. I could 
just see the flashes at that time and I soon started hearing shots. I cut 
off the engines and we were still making way through the water. This 
patrol boat came right up on our stern, still firing, ‘and as she came by 
our port side she still fired at us and circled us completely, firing all 
the time. 

As she came around the stern, the chief engineer, who had quarters 
on deck, came running into the pilothouse and as he did they hit him 
and it went through the one leg and broke the other up high on the 
thigh. He is now in very bad condition and has been, of course, since 
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the incident. He is a family man with four children and we have, of 
course, been taking care of him since then, because he has not been able 
to get any relief on these bills yet. 

We finally went to Guayaquil, which is a port in Ecuador. 

Mr. Boykin. Did they take you in? 

Mr. Kyros. They did not take us in. I demanded that we be taken 
in. They tried to get rough until they found that they had shot a man. 
Then they calmed ‘down. 

Mr. Boyxrn. How many shots hit your boat ? 

Mr. Kyros. They must have shot 50 times at us. They were using 
smallarms. We were not armed so that they did not have to shoot very 
many big guns at us to stop us, which we stopped, of course. We in- 
sisted on going in, to take care of the man especially, and when we did 
get in they tried to accuse us of being inside their waters and a few 
other things. The State Department has all these records. They are 
on record for anyone who wants to look at them. 

The State Department did send two men down right away to take 
our statements and try to get us released. 

After 19 days they fined us $43,000 which we had to pay out of our 
own pockets. 

Mr. Boykin. How much ¢ 

Mr. Kyros. We had to pay $43,000. 

Mr. Boyx1n. Did you have it t with you 4 

Mr. Kyros. It was sent to me. I was forced to pay it to get the 
release of the boat. It was paid under protest and the State Depart- 
ment was there instructing us how to pay this. Of course, they insisted 
that we would have to pay it. I tried to get the State Department to 
pay it first but I got nowhere fast, so that we had to pay it ourselves. 
They did release us after 19 days there and under custody with guard 
on board the ship at all times. That is about all on that, except that I 
want to say that about 2 weeks previous to this capture or seizure of 
these pirates the Peruvian Government had taken some of the smaller 
boats in and took us in but we had a permit and they released us. 

The vice consul came down from Lima and assured me and all the 
other captains at that time that the United States Government recog- 
nizes 3 miles and if we want to fish, as long as we stayed 3 miles off 
the coast we could do all the fishing we want. 

Now that is the only thing I want to know when I am fishing down 
there, is if my Government is going to back me up and they have not 
very well, I must say, right up to now, as far as this case is concerned. 

If they are going to tell me I cannot fish there I will not fish there. 
If I am going to fish there without the sanction of our Government 
and if they tell me not to, I will not, and if I do I will put guns on and 
fish down there if I think it is right, which is something else, of course. 

Anyway, the vice consul did tell us we could fish out there and we 
did, and then we were seized off Ecuador a good 30 miles off, and the 
Ecuadorian Government does not claim that we were inside of 3 miles 
or 12miles. They still claim this 200-mile jurisdiction off their coast- 
200 miles is what they are claiming off Ecuador, Chile, and Peru. 
Under that they did fine us and it costs us a lot of money. 

Mr. Boykin. They did fine you? 

Mr. Kyros. They fined us. This $43,000 was the fine which we have 
paid and we are now trving to collect from the State Department. It 
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has been approved. We have submitted all our papers and bills to the 
State Department on the fine only, and according to this law, of course, 
of August 27, 1954. They did say that we would get our fine and 
it has been approved by the Treasurer himself. It is just a matter 

of being appropriated up to now. On the expenses that we have 
incurred and the expenses for the injured man, Mr. Peck, nothing 
has been done. We have submitted expenses to the State Department. 
We have heard nothing yet. We also have asked the State Depart- 
ment if they have asked for the fine from the Ecuadoran Goverment 
and up to date they just inform us that they do not intend to ask the 
Ecuadoran Government for this fine until our fine is paid to us. 

Now it seems backward to me. I do not understand it. They do 
not pay us and they will not submit it to the Ecuadoran Government 
for repayment until it is paid to us. That is what they have told us 
so far. 

Mr. Boykin. I would like to interrupt you there. What did this 
vice consul say to you after you got in this trouble 27 miles out 
and he told you 3 miles? 

Mr. Kyros. This was in Peru, not Ecuador. That was 2 or 3 weeks 
previous to this seizure that this consul told us that. Eight of the 
boats had been taken in. Some of the boats did not have permits. 
They were outside the 12-mile limit but the Peruvian Government 
took them in anyhow. 

Mr. Borxin. You had a permit 4 

Mr. Kyros. Yes; I did. 

Hr. Boyxry. Other boats did not ? 

Mr. Kyros, I must say that the Peruvian Government was very 
nice. The Peruvians were very nice. I would not want to get them 
mixed up with the Ecuadorans because I do not feel too well toward 
them. They fined them $10 a ton and said, “O. K., you may get out. 

It is not nice, because if you are going to recognize 3 miles and 
the high seas start there, they are still paying tribute. That is all it 
constituted. 

From the conversation with this vice consul I would assume that 
{ was protected by somebody. I did not know who it was but I 
say, at that time, after they caught us, that there were no gunboats. 
You do not have a chance when you are 3,000 or 4,000 miles from home. 
These people are hard to get along with once they get you in their 
clutches. 

Now that is about all, in brief. 

Mr. Boykin. Captain, you are going to put in a full statement 
covering this in detail ? 

Mr. Kynos. I have a complete statement of the incident here. 

Mr. Boykin. Without objection, I think we should put it in the 
record. 

Mr. Kyros. I will submit it later, if I may. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


AFFIDAVIT 


GUAYAQUIL, Ecuapor, April 5, 1955. 
Before ne, Edward B. Rosenthal, vice consul of the United States of Amer- 
ica, in and for the consular district of Guayaquil, Ecuador, duly commissioned 
and qualified, personally appeared Homer Kyros, who, being duly sworn, deposes 
and says as follows: 
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I, Homer Kyros, native-born United States citizen and captain of the motor 
vessel Arctic Maid, registry No. 263,888 of Seattle, Wash., am also vice presi- 
dent of Arctic Maid Fisheries, Inc., of pier 54, Seattle. I reside at route 2, 
box 6700, Issaquah, Wash. 

On January 20, 1955, we left Seattle for San Pedro, where we cleared for 
Talara, Peru, for the purpose of free-lance buying of tuna from any fishing boat 
that would sell to us on the high seas. We had no agreement with any fishing 
vessel, but bought, took aboard, and froze fish from anyone who cared to sell at 
our price. Our company has no fishing boats down here fishing and never has 
had any. The motor vessel Arctic Maid itself is not a fishing vessel, but a refrig- 
erated boat of 960 gross tons registered. 

I write this without the help of the vessel’s log as it was taken off the ship 
by Ecuadorean naval personnel when we were brought into port, so some of the 
dates will have to be estimated. The log is still in the possession of Ecuador. 

Arriving in Peruvian waters approximately February 10, 1955, we proceeded 
to buy fish from a number of American seine-fishing boats. Approximately 
February 18, 1955, Peruvian Government boats brought approximately 7 boats 
into Talara, Peru, including the Arctic Maid, but we were released in 1 «ivy as 
we had a permit to operate in their waters. This was a permit to buy fish from 
Peruvian fishing vessels, and after paying Peruvian export tax, bring it to the 
United States. 

The fishing boats started north from there to fish and we following, buying 
fish from whoever would sell to us. We traveled the high seas off Colombia, 
-anama, and Costa Rica. On approximately March 6, 1955, we entered Punta- 
renas, Costa Rica, for fuel and provisions and, as some of the boats were 
eatching fish around Peru, we again ran down to those waters, arriving about 
March 12 or 13. The boats were fishing from 40 to 80 miles from the coast and 
slowly heading north. Around March 24 we were on the high seas off northern 
Peru on what is known as the bank, approximately 40 to 50 miles from shore, 
where we were buying fish from the fishing boats. On the 26th of March the 
fishing boats started fishing farther north on the high seas off Ecuador and we 
followed them and obtained fish from a couple of boats about 40 miles from 
Tuimbes, Peru, and again about 20 miles off Santa Clara Island. 

There is radar of 80-mile range and a fathometer aboard the Arctic Maid and 
both are in perfect working order, so I could always tell within half a mile or 
1 fathom of depth how far it was from any land. The nature of a freezer boat’s 
operations requires fairly constant knowledge of the location of supplier fishing 
boats, and therefore the radar aboard the Arctic Maid is used with such fre- 
quency and regularity that its master may reasonably be expected to know at 
any given time how far the vessel is from land, including direction. I know 
the distance limitations for radar in regard to height of adjacent land, and 
even for land objects only 100 feet high this is easily 10 miles. While working 
around the fishing boats, I did not always log every course I took unless it was 
for a considerable distance, and being busy freezing fish I didn’t always log the 
time I started or stopped or changed course while running from one boat to 
another. 

Midnight of March 26, 1955, after taking fish aboard from some seine boats, 
I stopped for the night approximately 27 miles west of Santa Clara Island and 
drifted, with Second Engineer Graham on watch and with cargo and anchor 
lights on. 

Approximately 3 or 3:30 a. m. the following day, March 27, the watch called 
me as I was asleep and said there was a patrol boat alongside. I got up and two 
officers from an Ecuadoran patrol boat came over in a skiff and came up to the 
wheelhouse where I was and asked if I had a permit to fish in Ecuadoran waters. 
I said that I didn’t and told them that the Arctic Maid was not a fishing vessel 
but froze fish it bought, and that we were on the high seas. I turned on the radar 
and showed them that Santa Clara Island was bearing a little north of east 
approximately 23 miles distant; we had drifted in some during the night. They 
acknowledged that we were over 20 miles from Santa Clara Island, but the 
commanding officer told me I was in their waters for Ecuador claimed jurisdic- 
tion for 200 miles off the coast. I told them that the United States considered 
the high seas began 3 miles from the coast all over the world and that I had 
actually been maintaining a distance of at least 12 miles from land while working 
off the west coast of South America. 

I repeated to the two officers, one of whom appeared to be a petty officer, 
the other being a Lt. Hugo Leon and commander of Ecuadoran Patrol Boat No. 
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2, that I was outside of Ecuadoran waters and on the high seas. Although the 
English of these officers was poor, and my Spanish equally bad, we discussed 
this point as clearly as possible for about 10 minutes. All the discussion was 
friendly and there were no raised voices or threats. The senior officer then 
said, ‘You have some of your own boats fishing for you,” and that he had caught 
one by the name of Santa Anna. I told him we did not own the Santa Anna or 
any other fishing boat working these waters; that I was buying and freezing 
fish from any boat which cared to sell to me. 

The officer looked at the log book and noticed where the Santa Anna had 
come alongside earlier. He then said he would have to take the logbook as we 
were one and the same company. I told him again we were not, and that he 
could not take the log off the ship. He tried to pick it up and I covered it with 
my hand and told him he could look at it, but if he wanted the log he would 
have to arrest the ship because the log must stay with the ship. 

Both officers repeatedly told me that we were within 200 miles of the coast 
and therefore in Ecuadoran waters, but I still maintained that 3 miles was the 
legal limit for territorial waters and that at the time I was around 22 to 24 
miles from the coast. They still agreed with this 22 to 24 miles estimate. 

Lieutenant Leon then said that he would have to take the navigation chart 
and I told him that he had no right to take anything as I was on the high seas. 
He then said, “That’s all, I just want to take the chart.” So I let him take it, 
which he did, saying, “I am now going back to the patrol boat,” and then shook 
hands with me. 

This chart was a copy of hydrographic office chart No. 1177 on which I had 
drawn bearing lines of Santa Clara Island and on which I had noted the position 
of several boats from whom I was buying fish in relation to the position of the 
Arctic Maid. This is my standard operating procedure in conducting the freezer- 
boat operation. It is done on a temporary basis and, once a fishing boat has 
moved, the bearing no longer has any value and is either erased or ignored. 
The informal way in which it is done on the scene of operations does not necessi- 
tate identifying on the chart the particular boat whose position is noted because 
in practice you can conveniently carry this in your head for the short time the 
information is needed. Therefore, there is no way of telling from an examination 
of the chart itself just what boat was located by the bearing lines shown. 
However, none of the positions indicated on the chart in question, fishing boat 
or Arctic Maid, was closer than 19 miles to the coast. In fact, the chart taken by 
Lieutenant Leon will also show a dotted line I put on it beginning at a point 
12 miles westerly of the Ecuadoran-Peruvian coastal border to a point 12 miles 
westerly of Santa Clara Island to a point 12 miles west of Santa Elena Point, 
representing the coastal zone I have been avoiding in my operations in those 
waters. This particular chart has been used in my navigating since about Janu- 
ary 26, 1955, covering a period during which I made two trips to Peru; one from 
San Pedro, Calif., and one from Puntarenas, Costa Rica, and will have on it 
straight navigation lines for these runs. For navigation purposes on those runs 
I may have come closer to the adjacent coast than 12 miles but the ship’s log 
will show the distances covered by time and date on those runs and that I 
couldn't have been fishing while en route even if the Arctic Maid were a fishing 
vessel. These navigation lines are mentioned to differentiate between them and 
the bearing lines mentioned above in order to avoid any confusion between the 
two sets on the chart. 

From the wheelhouse the three of us then went down to the main deck and once 
there, Lieutenant Leon asked for a Coca-Cola so I went down to the cold-box 
and brought up some cokes and gave one to each of them. Lieutenant Leon then 
asked for some whisky so I took him back up to my stateroom and gave him a 
full bottle of whisky and on my own handed him a carton of cigarettes which was 
lying there. He then said he would like to drink some whisky so I handed him 
and open bottle I had, poured myself a drink, and we sat down for a few minutes 
talking as best we could about odds and ends over our respective occupations, 
but there was no continuation of our earlier talks. During this friendly con- 
versation we asked each other where we lived and he wrote me out his name, 
rank, boat number, and address in Salinas, and gave this to me. This is in the 
possession of Consul Hutton. We finished our drinks in my quarters near the 
wheelhouse where we had gone for the drinks he requested, and went down to 
the main deck again. We shook hands all around, this time Second Engineer 
Graham was included, and they said they were going back to their patrol boat, 
which was lying about 150 feet off our port beam. This they did, rowing back 
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in their skiff which had been tied on our port side astern. I then told the 
engineer to start the main engines and told a couple of men to tie our lifeboat 
astern of the ship as it was tied alongside at the time. This was about 3:30 
or 4a. m. 

I want to state here that at no time did the boarding officer tell me that | 
was under arrest or give me any instructions associated with an arrest. I 
assumed that after our drink and friendly talk that the incident was closed. 
It would be foolish to resist an armed patrol vessel, even if it had not been new 
and fast, as this one is. 

When my engines were ready and boat secured to stern, I had the cargo lights 
turned off which took from 5 to 10 minutes. These are work lights for night 
work, mounted high on the mast and forward and aft and are not kept burning 
while underway. They had been turned on and left on since we stopped and 
started drifting around midnight. A master would not keep these lights burning 
if he was trying to keep his ship’s presence a secret. 

With all the regular navigation lights burning I got underway west southwest 
true after the Ecuadorans were aboard their ship and after the patrol boat had 
moved off in a south southeast direction off our port beam. 

My reason for moving at that time was to avoid any trouble that might 
develop if I remained where I was. I didn’t want to risk aggravating the issue 
of whether Ecuadoran jurisdiction covers waters 22 to 24 miles from the coast. 

My usual speed, moving from slow to cruising speed, with cold motors takes 
2 or 3 minutes. By the time I reached cruising speed I noticed in the radar that 
the patrol boat was a half mile away from us aft abeam in the general direction 
of some boat lights. A minute or so later I went out on the wing to take a look 
around and noticed the patrol boat seemed to have changed course and was now 
heading away from us. Approximately 3 or 4 minutes later one of the deck- 
hands came up and said he thought he saw flashes of light from the patrol boat. 
I looked out, didn’t see anything or hear anything, and went back into the wheel 
house. Approximately 2 minutes later I thought I heard shots, and went out on 
the bridge and saw the patrol boat coming up fast on our stern with men aboard 
shooting rifles. Then some of my crew ran up and told me we were being fired 
on. I stopped the engines on the pilot-house control. The patrol boat came up 
along our port side firing, crossed our bow still firing, came around our stern 
still firing, and while off our port stern Mr. Peck, chief engineer, started in 
through the port side wheelhouse door and was hit. He fell half in and half out 
and said, “I’ve been hit,” and asked me if I had stopped, to which I answered 
“Yes.” Tran the engines full astern because, due to forward momentum, we were 
still making headway through the water, and told one of the men to get down 
and turn on the cargo light, which he did. The boat was dead in the water. 1 
then laid Mr. Peck on the floor in the wheelhouse and tried to make him com 
fortable. The patrol boat was still firing off the port side. Leaving the mate 
with Mr. Peck I went down on the main deck under the cargo lights so I might 
be seen and waved at them to stop firing. They still fired at me while I was 
standing under the floodlights waving at them to stop. They stopped and hollered 
over for me to tell the captain to come aboard the patrol boat in my own small 
boat, which I did. When I stepped aboard their boat, Lieutenant Leon and the 
man who was aboard our boat with Lieutenant Leon and who now had a rifle 
and was wearing a cartridge belt, together with a sailor pursued me into their 
wheelhouse. I later learned that this unidentified person I had first seen aboard 
our boat with Lieutenant Leon was an Ecuadoran fisherman. 

They asked me why I tried to run away and I told them I hadn’t tried to run 
away; that they had not instructed me to stay where I was, or in any way let 
me know I was being detained or that they were coming back. 

I told them they had shot a man and I wanted him taken to a doctor right 
away. At that they all stopped their hollering and Lieutenant Leon and a 
couple of petty officers went into a conference. They told me to drop anchor 
which I instructed by megaphone be done and the anchor was dropped. I told 
them to try and call a plane and they said they would try but that they didn’t 
think they could get one at this time. I requested that since they had a fast 
patrol boat they take the injured man in, but Lieutenant Leon wouldn’t do 
that either. Lieutenant Leon told me to take him in with the Arctic Maid to 
Guayaquil. I knew it would be over 12 hours running time but I couldn’t get 
Lieutenant Leon to take the injured man to a doctor in his patrol boat. 

I was returned to the Arctic Maid with two guards, one of whom was the 
fisherman I mentioned, whose identity as such became known at Guayaquil 
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Upon departure for Guayaquil I entered the time in the ship’s log, and again 
when abeam of Santa Clara Island. This nonstop run at full speed of about 
10 knots required 3 hours. The compass course was also logged. These fac- 
tors further show that the Arctic Maid was well out on the high seas when 
placed under arrest. 

I tried to keep the injured man as comfortable as best I could with sedatives 
as I didn’t have any morphine to administer to him. He was in great pain. 
After approximately 9 hours we arrived at Puna pilot station—all this is 
logged—where I went in with our small boat and brought out a first-aid man 
to administer morphine and penicillin to the injured man. We were told there 
that a doctor was going to try and contact the boat by plane and were instructed 
to continue to Guayaquil which we did as soon as the first-aid man finished with 
the injured man. 

After picking up a pilot at Puna we proceeded to Guayaquil, arriving ap- 
proximately 16 hours after the shooting, where the injured man was taken to 
a clinic. 

While the injured man was waiting for the ambulance on the street, Lieuten- 
ant Leon approached me and said it was just bad luck that a man had been 
shot, and appeared very frightened, asking me if I would help him and, if so, 
he would try and help me. I told him I had to get the injured man to the 
hospital at that moment and he asked if we could get together and talk this 
over. I told him I couldn’t leave the injured man now and that I had to go 
to the hospital and that was the last I saw of him. 

I took the injured man to the hospital where he was taken care of, seeing 
that all was done to make him comfortable and then informed the American 
Consul at Guayaquil, who sent a man to investigate. 

Charges of illegal fishing in Ecuadoran waters were preferred against us 
and we were placed in custody pending hearings before the port captain at 
Guayaquil on these charges. The Arctic Maid is still being detained by Ecua- 
dor on these charges, hearings on which were held during the period March 
28-31, 1955, and disposition of which has not been announced. There are ap- 
proximately 350 tons of skipjack tuna in the holds of the Arctic Maid. 

HOMER KyYros. 


Sworn to and subscribed before me, Edward B. Rosenthal, vice consul of 
the United States, this 5th day of April 1955. 
EDWARD B. ROSENTHAL, 
Vice Consul of the United States of America 


Certified to be a true copy July 16, 1955. 
J. G. BLASINGAME, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, March 28, 1957. 
Mr. VAUGHN FE. EvAnNs, 
Brans, MeLaren, Lane, Powell, and Books, 
Neattle, Wash. 

DeAR Mr. Evans: Reference is made to your letter of March 20, 1957, regarding 
the claim of Arctic Maid Fisheries, Inc., under Public Law 680, 83d Congress 
(approved August 27, 1954) for reimbursement of the fine paid the Government 
of Ecuador and its claim for losses sustained as a consequence of the seizure of 
the Arctic Maid by the Government of Ecuador. 

You request confirmation of the fact that the Department has not, as yet, 
espoused the above-mentioned claim against the Government of Ecuador and 
that no such espousal will be made until the Arctic Maid Fisheries, Ine., is reim- 
bursed by the Secretary of the Treasury for the fine paid to the Ecuadoran 
Government, and information as to the Department’s “* * * appraisal of the 
chances of a successful recoupment on behalf of Arctic Maid Fisheries and Mr. 
Peck for their losses.”’ 

Since the provisions of section 5 of Public Law 680, supra, direct the Secretary 
of State to take the action necessary to effect a collection of the amounts expended 
under the act by the United States as a consequence of the seizure of a United 
States vessel by another country and since no amount has, as yet, been expended 
regarding the Arctic Maid incident, it would not be proper to file a claim through 
diplomatic channels for the recovery thereof ; nor would it be feasible to presently 
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espouse a claim for “other losses sustained” and a subsequent claim when the 
Arctic Maid Fisheries, Inc., has received the amount of the fine which was 
certified to the Secretary of the Treasury. Accordingly, the Department is of 
the opinion that the best interests of all claimants having claims raising out of a 
particular incident would be served by presenting through diplomatic channels 
a single claim against the country involved. 

While the Department is of the opinion that the claims filed by Arctic Maid 
Fisheries, Inc., and Mr. William Peck are meritorious from the standpoint of 
legal liability on the part of the Ecuadoran Government under applicable prin- 
ciples of international law, it is not in a position to state whether such claims 
will be favorably considered by the Ecuadoran Government. However, the 
Department wishes to assure you that it will prosecute the above-mentioned 
claims with a view toward obtaining a suitable indemnity in each claim. 

Sincerely yours, 
BENEDICT M. ENGLISH, 
Assistant Legal Adviser 
(For the Secretary of State) 

Mr. Boykin. Are there any questions, gentlemen ? 

Mr. Kivczynsxi. In what year was this incident 

Mr. Kyros. The actual day was March 27, 1955. 

Mr. Preity. Would the gentleman yield at that point ? 

Mr. Kiuczynskxti. Yes. 

Mr. Petty. I was going to state that the date was on that date and 
on March 31 I took this up with the State Department. I made some 
notes at that time. Mr. Byron Blankenship, Office of South Ameri- 
can Affairs, is the one that I dealt with. He said first they instructed 
the Ambassador at Quito to make a strong protest to be sent by the 
Ambassador to the Government of Ecuador on March 30. 

They had asked the Ambassador from Ecuador here to come in for 
a conference with our State Department, and third, they sent two 
persons to Ecuador to whom the captain referred. I made full notes 
and Mr. Atwood of the State Department at a later date, April 14, 
indicated that fines were announced on April 13, 1955, the Arctic Maid, 
$43,481.20, and the Santa Anna, $5,881.10, the minimum fines which 
could be imposed, he said, since it was based on tonnage — 

He said he thought the figures very high on the Arctic Maid, 
amounting to about one-half of the cargo claimed on board ie the 
vessel, $80,000 or $90,000 worth of fish. 

There are many other fines which could have been imposed. That 
was the answer we got from the State Department. 

They said no public ity due to the delicacy of the situation. I can- 
not see how we are going to get any place unless we have public opinion 
aroused and then maybe we will get some justice for our fishing fleet 
and get this thing settled by having agreement along the line some 
place. Our State Department then took a position that there should 
not be any publicity. 

Mr. Boyxry. You are for this bill, of course? 

Mr. Petxy. I an, sir. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Our topman here has suggested that we just put state- 
ments in and get the bill passed before it is too late for this session. 

The Carman. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask Mr. Jackson a ques- 
tion which ought to be in this record. I want the record clear. 

Mr. Boyxrn. I called Mr. Jackson and we will have Mr. Jackson 
next. 

I see a gentleman here who represents Congressman Magnuson. 
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STATEMENT OF RICHARD K. PELZ, EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT TO 
CONGRESSMAN DON MAGNUSON 


Mr. Pevz. Mr. Chairman, I am Richard Pelz, executive assistant 
to Congressman Don Magnuson. I have a statement here on behalf 
of both Senator Warren Magnuson and Congressman Magnuson on 
these bills, which 1 would like to place in the record. 

Mr. Petty. They are very fine statements, Mr. Chairman. I have 
read them. 

(‘The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF SENATOR WARREN G. MAGNUSON AND CONGRESSMAN AT 
LARGE DON MAGNUSON 


Mr. Chairman, these two bills, almost identical in purpose, provide an added 
measure of security for American fishermen operating on the high seas. Both 
bills would amend the act of August 27, 1954 (68 Stat. 883) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Treasury, upon certification by the Secretary of State, to re- 
imburse American fishing vessel owners and seamen for expenses and losses 
incurred as the direct result of the seizure of the vessels by a foreign country 
on the basis of rights or claims in territorial waters or on the high seas which 
are not recognized by the United States. 

It has come to our attention that in recent years there have been an increas- 
ing number of incidents in which American fishing vessels have been seized by 
foreign countries while operating in waters which our State Department as- 
serts are freely open to fishing by American crews. Considerable testimony on 
these incidents was brought out during the hearings recently concluded by the 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce on the subject of our 
domestic commercial fishing industry. 

At the hearings held in San Pedro, Calif., on November 2 and 3, 1955, for 
example, fishermen testified that on a number of occasions their vessels had 
been boarded while on the high seas off the coasts of Central and South Amer- 
ican countries, the vessels seized, and fines arbitrarily assessed for their re- 
lease. In many cases licenses have been required for fishing and cruising in 
waters which are considered by the Government of the United States to be 
within the area of the high seas. 

As a result of these growing conflicts with various nations, American vessel 
owners and seamen have suffered heavy financial losses. Incidents also have 
occurred as the result of which American seamen have sustained permanent 
injuries and, in some instances, only miraculously have escaped with their 
lives. 

One such incident which resulted in injury to an American seaman was the 
seizure of the vessel, Arctic Maid, by an Ecuadoran gunboat on March 27, 1955, 
more than 30 miles off the coast of Ecuador. 

When overhauled by the Ecuadoran gunboat, the Arctic Maid lay drifting in 
the sea with engines stopped and deck lights burning, awaiting daylight. An 
officer and one man boarded the Arctic Maid and inspected the log and charts 
of the American vessel. Language barriers between the boarding party and the 
American crew provided some handicap for a full understanding of why the 
iretic Maid was overhauled. 

After inspecting the American vessel with apparently no dissatisfaction, the 
boarding officer and Ecuadoran crew member left the Arctic Maid, returned to 
their own vessel which headed off in the dark. 

The Arctic Maid then proceeded to get underway heading in a westerly direc 
tion offshore at a normal cruising speed. At no time was the vessel fishing. 

Shortly after the Arctic Maid got underway the Ecuadoran patrol boat re- 
versed its course, came toward the Arctic Maid, and started firing, without 
warning. The master of the Arctic Maid idled his engines and drifted in the 
sea. He turned on the deck lights, and still the foreign patrol boat continued 
firing into the American vessel. At this point the engineer of the Arctic Maid, 
William Peck, came on deck to see what the trouble was and was shot in the 


leg. 











46 RIGHTS OF UNITED STATES VESSELS ON HIGH SEAS 


After the shooting stopped, the master of the Arctic Maid requested the gun- 
boat commander to take the wounded engineer into port for medical assistance 
on his faster boat. The Ecuadoran officer refused. 

The Arctic Maid was seized more than 30 miles off the coast and convoyed 
to the port of Guayaquil, Ecuador, a trip which required 15 hours. 

The wounded engineer was hospitalized and was operated on to remove part 
of the projectile. Four days after the shooting, William Peck was flown to 
Panama City and again hospitalized, where a second operation was performed. 
Twelve days later, on April 12, 1955, Mr. Peck was flown from Panama to 
Sacramento, Calif., and the day following to Seattle where he has been in and 
out of hospitals ever since with a fractured upper left leg bone, that will leave 
him crippled for life. 

in spite of all efforts extended by our American Embassy at Guayaquil, 
Ecuador, the crew and skipper of the Arctic Maid were placed under arrest 
until April 15, 1955, when the vessel owner secured the release of the vessel 
and crew upon the payment of an arbitrarily assessed fine of $43,481.20. The 
vessel owners’ total losses as a result of this incident, as certified by them to 
the Department of State, was $93,559.97. The permanently injured engineer 
has also registered a claim for $132,000, based upon his requirement of con 
tinued medical care and loss of earnings as a result of his injury. 

This is just one of the many incidents which threaten to deprive our fishermen 
of the privileges and rights they long have enjoyed under international law 

The fishing operations by American vessels at the time of the seizures had 
the sanction and approval of the Department of State. It is the contention of 
the fishermen, and of many other persons directly and indirectly involved in 
these operations, that freedom of the seas under international law for our 
fishermen and those of other nations soon will cease to exist if their rights 
are not better protected. 

To date the State Department has failed to negotiate settlement of the exist 
ing disagreements and has failed to provide for the return of fines illegally 
imposed upon our citizens while operating on the high seas. 

No segment of our national economy has suffered more, we feel, than the fish- 
producing industry from the lack of attention on the part of our Government, 
especially that phase of fisheries pertaining to the high seas. Fishermen have 
been left largely to shift for themselves due to the lack of any established policy 
to protect their fishing rights and to secure a fair share of the domestic market 
for their products. 

In the face of these continuing threats to the rights of our fishermen on the 
high seas, pending the time the State Department negotiates satisfactory settle- 
ment of the existing controversies and satisfactory guaranty against the recur- 
rence of Such incidents in the future, we feel that the least the Government 
should do is to provide reimbursement to our vessel owners and American 
seamen for the fines paid—now required by law—and for actual losses and 
expenses incurred, as well as compensation for injuries and loss of life sus- 
tained as the result of the arbitrary and illegal action taken by foreign coun- 
tries. Both H. R. 5526 and H. R. 5943 would provide such compensation. Both 
bills authorize the Secretary of the Treasury, upon certification by the Secre 
tary of State, to reimburse the vessel owners for all expenses incurred as the 
direct result of such seizure, to reimburse all seamen for the expenses arising 
out of injuries sustained by them as a direct result of such seizure, and to pay 
$10,000 to the dependents of a seaman whose death is the direct result of such 
injuries. 

H. R. 5948 differs from H. R. 5526 in that it also provides reimbursement for a 
seaman’s losses as the result of his injuries, and makes the provisions of the act 
retroactive to January 1950. We believe the retroactive provision is justified 
and necessary in order to give fair and adequate attention to several cases 
involving such incidents in the Gulf of Mexico and off the Pacific Coast of South 
America. 

In reviewing the language of H. R. 5526 and H. R. 5948, we recognize that your 
committee may wish to rewrite it to clarify the provisions for compensation 
We feel that the bill should provide compensation to American citizens for in 
juries, loss of life and loss of property suffered as the result of illegal seizures. 
and compensation to the vessel owners for actual losses, including loss of cargo, 
as well as fines assessed and expenses incurred. 

The greatest interests of the United States today in fisheries enterprises is in 
jeopardy as a result of these continuing incidents. Shrimp and tuna taken by 
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our fishermen annually from the high seas comprise Our most valued fisheries 
products, exceeding $100,000,000. 

$y providing the security here suggested, the Congress will serve notice that 
our Government stands firmly behind its citizens in the preservation of their 
rights on the high seas. 

Mr. Chairman, we urge your favorable consideration of these proposals to 
amend and strengthen the Fishermen’s Protective Act of August 27, 1954. 

Mr. Peuz. I should like to call the committee’s attention at this time 
to the fact that there are two bills, Mr. Bonner’s bill and Mr. Magnu- 
son’s bill, and there are two differences between the bills which I think 
the committee should consider if it is planning to act on this legislation. 

In H. R. 5943, which is Mr. Magnuson’s bill, the first difference is 
that it adds reimbursement for the losses to a seaman who was injured, 
whereas Mr. Bonner’s bill only reimburses the expenses. 

Mr. Boykin. I do not think Mr. Bonner would object to that. 

Mr. Perz. As a matter of law, it would be my opinion that in the 
case of Mr. Pee k, for example, the injured seaman, that if you put in 
only the word “expenses,” he could only be paid for his hospital 
bills and doctor bills, whereas if you put in “losses,” then he could be 
compensated for the losses of earnings and compensation for his dis- 
ability which he has suffered. I understand he is not able to work now. 

The other difference between the two bills is that H. R. 5943 has this 
retroactive feature which makes it retroactive to January 1950, and I 
feel that the committee should give consideration to whether or not it 
would be well to have a retroactive feature in this bill. Both Senator 
Magnuson and Congressman Magnuson feel that the bill reported by 
your committee should have a retroactive clause in it. 

Mr. Kiuczynskt. Mr. Pelz, you heard Mr. Anderson of the De- 
partment of the Interior speak to that retroactive feature. He sug- 
gested making it August 27, 1954, instead of January 1950. How do 
you feel about that ? 

Mr. Pevz. Well, of course, we from the west coast are particularly 
interested that it be sufficiently retroactive to allow compensation 
for the Arctic Maid and the other tuna fishing vessels that have been 
seized on the west coast. I believe that the difference between 1954 
and 1950 would take care of the people in the shrimp industry and 
I think that it would be more appropriate for them to answer that 
question as between 1950 and 1954. I think 1954 would be satisfactory 
for our purposes. 

Mr. Peniry. Mr. Chairman, I put in a bill similar to Senator Mag 
nuson’s and it is before your committee. I think that it should be 
1950 because I think the shrimp people need that. 

Mr. Boykin. Counsel wants to ask the captain a question and also 
ask a question of you. 

Mr. ‘Touuterson. Will you yield? 

Mr. Boykin. Go ahead. 

Mr. Totiterson. As I understand it, for the sake of the record, this 
Ecuadoran gunboat officer boarded your vessel and after some con 
versation and discussion with him he left the vessel. 

Mr. Kyros. Definitely; yes. 

Mr. ‘Totterson. Before he left, did he tell you not to move? 

Mr. Kyros. He left, 1 thought, in a very friendly manner. His 
English was not too good and my Spanish 1s not too good, but I am 
sure we understood each other. It is not much for anyone to tell me 
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to drop the anchor because I was not anchored. I was just drifting. 
The motors were not running. He did not tell me at any time that 
I was under arrest or to go anywhere or to stay where I was. 

Mr. TotiEeFson. So that after he left you had no understanding that 
you were obliged to stay rs 

Mr. Kyros. Definitely not. I did not. 

Mr. Totierson. You moved because you thought you would avoid 
further difficulty ? 

Mr. Kyros. That is the reason. 

Mr. Tortierson. Then he had started away with his boat; had he 
not ? 

Mr. Kyros. Yes; he did. 

Mr. Totierson. He had gotten how far away ¢ 

Mr. Kyros. Well, he had gotten about 2 miles astern of me going 
the opposite direction. 

Mr. Totiterson. Then he turned around and came back and started 
firing without warning. 

Mr. Kyros. Without warning. He started firing at least a half- 
mile astern of us. It was dark at this time. 

Mr. Tortuerson. After your man was hit you wanted to take him 
to a hospital for treatment ? 

Mr. Kyros. I requested the commander on the pat rol boat. 

Mr. Totuerson. They refused to take him. 

Mr. Kyros. They de finite sly refused; yes. 

Mr. Totterson. So you had to take him to land and take him to 
a hospital up the river. 

Mr. Kyros. That is right. They would not take him aboard so IJ 
told him I would have to take him in myself. They told me I would 
have to go in and for me to take him in. I, of course, wanted to get 
him to a hospital right away and it took me 15 hours to get into 
Guayaquil. ‘That is how far out from the town I was. I was making 
at least 1014 knots, so I might have some tide but it is a good 100 miles 
inland before we got to Guay aquil to the hospital where we fin: ully 
put him. 

Mr. Totterson, Then as soon as you took the man to the hospital you 
were taken into custody and were placed in jail ¢ 

Mr. Kyros. Well, I was placed on one of our warships that we had 
given them, one of those destroyers that we had given them. ‘They put 
me aboard this destroyer under guard. 

Mr. TotieFson. Their own destroyer ? 

Mr. Kyros. Yes. 

Mr. ToLterson. You were in custody ¢ 

Mr. Kyros. Yes, for about a week. 

Mr. Touterson. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boykin. Counsel ? 

Mr. Zinckr. Captain Kyros, is it customary to carry P. & [. insu 
ance on your vessels ¢ 

Mr. Kyros. Yes, it is. 

Mr. ZincKe. Does that not take care of this man Peck ¢ 

Mr. Kyros. No, it does not. 

Mr. Zrncxe. In what respect does it not ¢ 

Mr. Kyros. According to my attorneys and insurance company, the) 
say this was a foreign incident and they do not cover any incident 
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where we were involved with any foreign government on seizure. 
Now, the war risk would be brought into it and then when you mention 
war risk they say, “That only includes the ship. It does not include 
the personnel.” 

Mr. Zincke. Well, the damage to the ship has been paid for by an 
insurance carrier, is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Kyros. The damage to the ship could, under the war risk. 
There was not much damage, by the way. 

Mr. Zincxe, That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Miss ScoutMAN. Mr. Chairman, we have a number of shrimp people 
here who have come a long ways. I know your time is up. Most of 
them have prepared st: itements for the record but, if you would give 
me about 2 minutes, I would introduce them so that you would know 
who was here. 

Mr. Boykin. We do want that. We are going to put their names in 
the record. Would you introduce them. 

We want to hear Mr. Jackson before you do that. 

Chairman Bonner suggested that we hear you. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES JACKSON, NATIONAL FISHERIES 
INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Jackson. Out of deference to these witnesses who have come 
a long way, I will take a few minutes only. 

The National Fisheries Institute strongly supports this legislation 
and hopes you enact it promptly. I might say that in the years I 
have come before the committee I do not think I have ever heard an 
incident where the subcommittee has indicated agreement before the 
meeting. I do not need to say any more except that I disagree with 
Mr. Anderson with respect to changing the retroactive date. There is 
only about $21,000 involved so that I sincerely hope you will retain the 
date in the bill. 

Mr. Boyxins. Thank you. 

Are there any questions / 

The CHarrmMan. Let me ask you a question. You were a strong 
advocate of this law that we have enacted creating the assistant secre- 
taryship to represent commercial fishing on certain levels. That was 
the prime reason that you advocated to bill? 

Mr. Jackson. That is correct. 

The CuarrMan. Now, is that Assistant Secretary in his present 
status of sufficient importance in this Government to take some action 
in this business and clear this thing up? 

Mr. Jackson. I think that the Assistant Secretary has or probably 
will soon take it up with the Department of State. He necessarily has 
to go through them, as I understand. 

The Cuairman. Representing the commercial people, have you dis- 
cussed it with him ? 

Mr. Jackson. Yes, we have. He has just come in office and has a 
tremendous task. I think he has discussed it with the State Depart- 
ment. 

The Cnairman. That was the purpose, I thought, for the creating of 
that assistant secretaryship instead of this purpose that they are 
working on of building a tremendous organizatior. there which is dis- 
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appointing tome. This is the thing to which I think he should be pay- 
ing his attention. 

Mr. Jackson. Mr. Chairman, I think it is a dual posstion. We tried 
to elevate the fisheries program in the Department of the Interior 
which the committee have very wonderfully passed, but we still hope 
some day we may propose a higher level in the State De ‘partment. 

As I understand, this is a political question and normally the In- 
terior Department does not engage in political questions on an inter- 
national scale except in an advisory capacity. 

The CHatrMan. It is an international commercial question as well. 

Mr. Jackson. It is commercial too, but also political. 

The CHarrMan. It is not only with State, but Commerce and Inte- 
rior, becouse commerce is involved. 

Mr. Jackson. That is right. They have transferred your fisheries 
authority to Fish and Wildlife Service except in international mat- 
ters which I understand necessarily have to go through the State 
Department and it would be the Assistant Secretary’s authority and 
lhe should take it up with the Secretary of State and urge action. 1] 
agree with you on that. 

The Cuarrman. I hope this new Assistant Secretary whom we have 
created in the Interior for the specific purpose of going direct to the 
State Department through the Secretary of Interior will do so. I 
think it will probably have more or as much effect as legislation. 

Mr. Jackson. We have to have the legislation. 

The Cuaimman, That is your responsibility, Mr. Jackson, to see 
that that is done because you were a prime advocate of this new 
creation. 

Mr. Jackson. I assure you that we will follow up that again. 

The CuatrMan. I want the record to show that this was called to 
your attention. 

Mr. Jackson. That is correct, sir, and we feel that they did help 
more than they could have in he past by having this high rating 
position in the Department of the Interior. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Boykin. Thank you. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I want to ask my friend, Mr. Hermes 
(yautier, to sav a few words. 

Mr. Gautier. Mr. Chairman, I think that this case has been well 
presented here. I am not directly engaged in the fishing business. 
! am very much interested in that business because my ice and cold 
storage business is closely allied with them, but today we have assem- 
bled here the strongest bunch of people in the shrimping industry, 
people who have money invested in it, who have been coming to these 
meetings and working for a better understanding of our fisheries. 

I served two terms as chairman of the Gulf Fishing Commission 
and T have never seen a better assemblage than you have here today. 
I think it would be well to have them introduced and present their 
principal statements so that you will know who is here. I think the 
fishermen want to stay within their rights but someone has to define 
what their rights are. 

Mr. Boykin. This is the only place you would have to go to find out. 

Mr. Gautier. That is right. If any of them fish in those disputed 
waters, their insurance is autom: atically canceled. 
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Mr. Boykin. Suppose you introduce these gentlemen, Miss Mary. 

Miss ScuutMan. The first one is a former Florida legislator, John 
Versaggi, with the Versaggi Shrimp Co., one of the largest shrimp 
producers in the United States. ; 

Mr. Boyxin. Do you have a statement that you would like to put in 
later ? 

Mr. Versace. Mr. Chairman, my brother has a statement which I 
ami sure he is prepared to submit at the proper time. 

Mr. Boyxix. Thank you very much. I thought you were a United 
States Senator sitting back there. 

Mr. Versacer, Thank you. 

Miss ScuutmaNn. The next is Virgil Versaggi, from Brownsville, 
Tex. He has a written statement and will present it for the record. 

Mr. Boyxin. That will be filed. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF VIRGIL VERSAGGI 


My name is Virgil Versaggi. In partnership with my brothers, I own and 
operate a fleet of 17 shrimp trawlers based at Brownsville, Tex. We likewise 
operate a fleet based at Tampa, Fla. 

For some years we of the industry have watched a marked transformation in 
our production methods. From a seasonal, inshore fishery, ours has grown to 
a far ranging high seas fishery. However, our present production areas are 
still confined to the Continental Shelf with little shrimp being produced beyond 
depths of 50 fathoms. This makes our industry most vulnerable to the unsettled 
problem of just where the high seas are demarked. 

For several years, the shrimp industry of the gulf has experienced diffculties 
brought about by this controversy between the United States and Mexico as to 
what constitutes their respective territorial seas. As you gentlemen are weli 
aware, Mexico by sovereign decree, published in the Diario Official of August 31, 
1935, extended her territorial waters in breadth from 3 to 9 marine miles. The 
United States has historically maintained a sovereign’s seaward jurisdiction 
should not exceed 3 marine miles. We of the industry have tried to maintain 
friendly relations with Mexico by instructing our captains to refrain from fishing 
within the 9-mile limit that Mexico claims. Despite our efforts, however, there 
have been incidents when American fishing vessels, some of mine included, have 
heen arrested by Mexican authorities, taken into port and fined, and their gear 
and cargo confiscated. 

The fishing of brown shrimp, that specie which our boats produce in the lower 
sulf, is done at night The captains of our vessels, while doing such fishing, use 
depth recorders and marine charts to ascertain their position in respect to the 
coast of Mexico. It is understandable that under such circumstances, they can 
err in their positions to some extent but, by and large, they know their relative 
offshore position pretty well 

On March 24, 1956, one of my trawlers, the Jnvincible, was placed under arrest, 
while free-running by the corvette Commodoro David Porter and taken into the 
port of Veracruz. The vessel was charged with illegal fishing and a fine of 
$1,200 United States currency levied against it. I paid this fine to secure the 
release of the vessel which was allowed to leave port on April 3. Besides the 
tine paid, the arresting authorities confiscated two trawling nets valued at 
S700, one pair of doors valued at $195 and 1,500 pounds of shrimp valued at 
$1,125, making a total loss incurred, including the fine, of $3,220. This does not 
include the fuel and ice, and fishing time lost because of the seizure. 

On the 16th of July 1956, the shrimp trawler Valiant, belonging to me, was 
seized by the Mexican gunboat Plas Godinez while fishing approximately 11 miles 
off the Mexican coast near Tampico. This vessel was processed by the Mexican 

uthorities in the same manner, charged with illegal fishing and assessed a fine 
of $1,200 United States currency. On July 21, the fine was paid and the vessel 
released. 

In addition to the $1,200 fine, Mexican authorities confiscated two nets valued 
wf $700, one pair of doors valued at $195, and 4,000 pounds of shrimp valued at 
*3.000, which makes the total loss ineurred, aside from the fine paid, $3,895. 
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This does not take into consideration the loss of ice and fuel, or fishing time lost 
by the vessel. 

It is my feeling that the boat owners of the shrimp industry in our area are 
being used by the Mexican authorities to further their claim with the United 
States Government of their 9-mile seaward jurisdiction, and that they are not 
always particular as to exactly where an American fishing vessel is arrested in 
the furtherance of said claim. 

It is, therefore, that I respectfully urge this committee to report out favorably 
H. R. 5526 to amend Public Law 680, so that this bill can be acted upon by this 
Congress. 

Miss Scnuutman. Mr. Harry Sahlman from Fernandine Beach, 
Fla., a boatowner and producer of shrimp. 

Then we have Tom Rice, from New England, representing the 
Massachusetts Fisheries Association. He has a written statement to 
present for the record. 

Mr. Rice. Mr. Chairman, my statement has already been tiled with 
the committee, so it is there for your perusal when you have the 
opportunity. 

Mr. Boykin. We will be glad to get it. 

That name Rice should come from Louisiana rather than New 


England. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS D. Rick, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, MASSACHUSETTS FISHERIES 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee. I am Thomas I), Rice, executive 
secretary of the Massachusetts Fisheries Asosciation, Inc., and secretary of the 
Federated Fishing Boats of New England and New York, Inc. With respect to 
H. R. 5526, I have also been delegated authority to represent the Gloucester 
Fisheries Association, the Glouctser Vessel Owners Association, the Gloucester 
Fisheries Commission, the New England Committee for Aid to the Groundfish 
Industry, and the New Bedford Sea Food Producers Association. 

The several groups have studied this bill and regard it as vitally needed 
legislation. Those of us who attended the International Law Commission ses- 
sions during the United Nations Assembly meetings in New York last winter 
were startled to learn of the defensive position forced upon the United States 
delegation during discussions concerning the international law of the sea. We 
found that the United States had very little support from other member nations 
with respect to maintaining the traditional 3-mile rule as defining the limit of 
a territorial sea. We were more amazed when the Canadian delegation intro 
duced a proposal for the establishment of a contiguous zone of 12 miles which 
would grant to the costal state exclusive use and jurisdiction of the fisheries 
within the prescribed zone. We do not question that the Canadian position 
will be prosecuted to the fullest extent possible during the next meeting of the 
International Law Commission, scheduled to be held in Rome in 1958. The 
Canadian press has stated publicly that the United States fishing industry should 
not have been surprised at this move since the Canadian Prime Minister had 
announced early in August 1956, that Canada intended to submit such a proposal 
during the next session of the United Nations. 

We in the New England commercial fishing industry have been watching with 
a wary eye the troubles encountered by American shrimp boats, fishing in the 
Gulf of Mexico, and those experienced by the American tuna fleet while fishing the 
high seas off the west coast of South America. The seizures of American ves 
sels on the high seas seems to be a serious effort on the part of nationals of 
some foreign countries to destroy the traditional 3-mile concept and claim unt 
themselves a breath of territorial sea that will satisfy their own selfish desires 
The passive attitude of the State Department when notified of an illegal seizure 
has spurred the aggressors to roam far beyond their usual haunts in search of 
easy prey. It has lead to a complete breakdown of international law with 
respect to protecting the rights of fishermen to fish the high seas, and it was 
notice to the world that on this issue the United States could be bullied at will. 
AS a consequence, several foreign governments have issued proclamations de- 
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scribing new and expanded concepts of what they considered to be the breadth 
of their territorial waters. <A strong effort and vigorous campaign is now being 
directed through the International Law Commission to have these interpreta- 
tions accepted in fact. 

We in New England have watched this situation develop. We knew that 
what has been happening in the Gulf of Mexico and off the coast of South 
America would someday have their counterparts in the waters of the North 
Atlantic. The threat of conflict over fishing rights in the North Atlantic led 
to the negotiation of the first fisheries treaty between the United States and 
Canada in 1783. It acknowledged the right of Americans to fish up to but not 
include 3 miles of Canada’s coastal areas. Several bilateral treaties involving 
fisheries and other maritime subjects have been negotiated since, and all have 
very clearly defined and reemphasized the right of American nationals to con- 
duct fishery operations outside established 3-mile territorial limits. One of 
the peculiar aspects of these treaties was a clause which restricted Canadian 
fishermen from operating within 12 miles of their own coastline. There must 
have been a logical reason for this restriction, but I’ve never heard it satis- 
factorily explained. A theory that has been accorded general acceptance seems 
to have been based on the fact that traditionally the Americans have fished 
well within the 12-mile area long before the Canadian had a commercial fishing 
industry that amounted to anything. As Canada’s industry expanded the protests 
from its own fishermen against this discrimination were loud and insistent. 
What they said was simply this; either let us fish up to the 3-mile limit or 
force the Americans to observe the 12-mile rule as we are compelled to do. The 
cry became so great that it was carried to Ottawa by members of Parliament 
from fishing areas who stated that it was time that the Canadian Government 
did something about it. Canada was riding the horns of a dilemma; unilateral 
action abrogating a treaty with the United States was unthinkable, yet the 
protests of its own nationals had to be resolved. The International Law 
Commission provided the answer. In the guise of a compromise recommendation, 
Canada submitted a proposal to extend the breadth of its territorial waters 
from 3 to 12 miles. It was offered as a compromise in the hope that it would 
be accepted favorably by those countries pressing for a 200-mile limit and agreed 
to reluctantly by those countries that adhered to the rule that the breadth 
of the territorial sea should not be extended beyond 5 miles. Although Canada 
introduced this recommendation, it did so with a great deal of trepidation and 
uneasiness. When it was first discussed in the Canadian Varliament, there 
was the qualification that such an arbitrary act might meet with immediate 
retaliatory action from its principal customer, which takes from 60 to 70 percent 
of its fishery products as exports. Nevertheless, Canada reviewed its proposal 
as an easy solution to a bad situation. 

I have reviewed as briefly as possibly, and I hope clearly, the trend of events 
and the conditions facing our fishermen in New England. They are the reasons 
for my appearance before your committee today in support of H. R. 5526. Even 
though Canada and the United States have tried to adhere to the provisions of the 
many fisheries treaties negotiated between the two countries, there have been 
incidents of unwarranted seizures of American vessels, the majority of which 
have been amicably and satisfactorily resolved. At this point we cannot 
predict the decision of the International Law Commission, but if the decision 
of that body, with respect to the breadth of the territorial sea, is based upon 
the compromise recommendation introduced by the Canadian delegation, then we 
will insist with all the resources at our command that the State Department of 
the United States institute retaliatory action immediately. In the meantime, 
unless we have such directive legislation, our vessels and our fishermen will 
be subject to seizures at will, confiscation of catch and gear, and our fishermen 
will face the threat of injury and loss of life. There is nothing more hopeless or 
more forlorn than an American vessel, laden with fish caught on the high seas 
by American fishermen, that has been impounded by a foreign government. We 
feel that this is an issue upon which the Congress and the State Department must 
take a firm position. This bill, H. R. 5526, serves notice upon all foreign nationals 
that we in America regard such illegal seizures as serious and ominous threats 
to international compatibility. New Englanders are shocked and astonished at 
the indignities suffered by our fellow countrymen while in the Gulf of Mexico 
and off the coast of South America, because of the tolerant attitude of the Federal 
Government with respect to such flagrant violations of international law. 
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The need for immediate enactment of the legislative remedies recommended 
in H. R. 5526 is great, indeed. We join with the National Shrimp Congress and 
the tuna industry of California in urging the unanimous endorsement of this 
legislation by your committee and request that it be referred to Congress for 
acceptance as soon as your schedule will permit. 


Miss ScuvutMAN. Over on the end is Will Love oe a trans 
planted Floridian over in Brownsville, Tex., now, and : y shrimp 
boat owner there. He used to live in Fernandina ineeoke : . 

We have Mr. Frank Voltaggi from Brownsville, Tex., a shrimp pro 
ducer: Mr. John Mann, from Brownsville, Tex. 

The assistant attorney general of your State, the Tlonorable A. J. 
Harris, has a statement for the record. 

Mr. Boykin. You are one of the best, not only in Alabama, but on 
earth. 


STATEMENT OF A. J. HARRIS, ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL 
MONTGOMERY, ALA. 


Mr. Harris. I will present a paper for the record later, but we of 
Alabama are very proud of your fine work on this committee, sir, and 
we want to tell you we are grateful for your earnest and sincere efforts 
on behalf of the fishermen and fishing industry of our fine State. 

Mr. Boykin. Thank you very much. I hs id a telegram from Gover 
nor Folsom, by the way, telling me that you would be here. 

(The material mentioned follows. ) 


STATEMENT OF A. J. Harris, ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL OF ALABAMA 


Mr. Chairman, during the fiscal year 1956-57 the Department of Conservation 
of the State of Alabama, through its seafoods division at Bayou La Batre, 
Ala., sold 369 licenses for shrimp-boat operations. I am informed that several 
years ago a number of shrimp boats under Alabama registry were engaged in 
shrimp operations on the high seas off the coast of Mexico. At that time one 
or more of these vessels became engaged in the controversial question of juris 
diction with officials of the Mexican Government. Since that time the owners 
of these shrimp vessels, rather than become so involved, have required the 
captains to remain on the high seas off the coast of the Guif States. The 
shrimp production is thereby directly but unjustly affected. If American 
nationals are afforded proper and adequate protection on the high seas as 
guaranteed them by the Constitution of the United States, shrimp production 
could be increased and the economics of the salt-water fisheries of our State 
and our Nation would be vastly improved. The demand for shrimp exceeds the 
supply. This has caused the price of shrimp to go beyond all reasonable bounds 
If the shrimp operators, not only of our State but of all the Gulf States, were 
allowed to operate upon the high seas with a high degree of safety against 
illegal search and seizure, the citizens of our country would be benefited by the 
reduction in the cost of shrimp per pound on the market and the operators 
themselves would be economically benefited by having a more abundant supply 
to offer to the consumer. 

I trust that this committee will give serious consideration to the bill in 
question so that all persons involved may be adequately protected. 

I also feel strongly that the retroactive features of the bill should be retained 
so that those seamen who have been injured physically or materially, due to 
situations beyond their control, by a foreign nation while engaged in a legitimate 
operation fully recognized by our Government, may receive appropriate 
reimbursement. 


Miss ScuutMan. I have Don McKee, representing the Tampa 
Shrimp Producers Exchange. 
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STATEMENT OF DON McKEE, TAMPA SHRIMP PRODUCER 
EXCHANGE, TAMPA, FLA. 


Mr. McKre. Mr. Chairman, I will write a statement not only for 
the Tampa Shrimp Producers Association, but Southeastern Fisheries 
Association, too. 

Mr. Boyxin. Thank you very much. 

We will insert it in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF DONALD H. McKe! 


My name is Donald H. McKee. I am general manager of the Tampa Shrimp 


Producers Association, a fisheries cooperative, whose membership owns more 
than 100 large modern Campeche type trawlers. I am also on the board of 
directors of Southeastern: Fisheries Association. The membership, in the South- 


eastern Association along with the Tampa Shrimp Producers Association, repre- 
sents more than 500 shrimp trawlers which operate a major portion of the time 
on the Campeche banks, The trawlers (200) based in Tampa operate exclusively 
on the Campeche banks 

l appeared in Washington as representative of these two above mentioned 
organizations and their miany members, whose life savings and investments are 
predicated upon the historic right to fish on the high seas. This historie right 
combined with the helief of protection and assistance by the United States Gov 
ernment, 

This statement is directee to H. R. 5526 and similar bills. 

Our shrimp trawlers operate further away from home port than any other 
segment of the United States shrimp industry. Our run, to the fishing grounds, 
is in excess of 700 miles. The size and investment, required for our type trawlers, 
is much greater than covustal trawlers. These trawlers were built for a specific 
purpose and area. 

Our trawlers fish for pink shrimp which are only caught at night. Our cap- 
tains and crews have always been told to operate at least 9 miles from the Mexi 
can coast. The Campeche shrimping grounds are more than 9 miles actually 
from the coast of Mexico. All of our trawlers are equipped with fathometers 
and, when used with United States nautical charts, position can be determined 
with a rather good degree of accuracy. 

I have sworn statements from the captains of the following trawlers: Capt. 
Ramos, Sea Bagle, Miss Suzanne. These statements very vividly describe the 
degree of harassment, abuse and violation of internal laws which we are con 
fronted with. For brevity, I will include only the statement of Capt. Wilbur Fel 
ton of the trawler Miss Suzanne. If any member of the committee wishes the 
other sworn statements, I will be very glad to submit them. 


“COUNTY OF HILLSBCROUGH, 
“State of Florida: 

“Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared Wilbur Felton, 
who being by me first duly sworn, deposed and stated as follows: 

“1. T am Wilbur Felton, employed by Virginia Bystrom as captain of the 
shrimp trawler tne Jj/iss Suzanne which operates out of Tampa, Fla. I have been 
fishing in the Gulf of Campeche area for about 5 years and we do all our fishing 
at night. 

“2. Lam very familiar with the fact that the Mexican Government claims jm 
isdiction of the waters oif the Mexican shore for a distance of 9 nautical miles, 
I have at all times respected this claim of the Mexican Government, and have 
never fished within this 9-milé limit. 

“3. On April 9, 1856, 1 sailed the shrimp trawler the J/iss Suzanne from 
Tampa, Fla., for the shrimping grounds in the Gulf of Campeche. My crew mem 
ber on this trip was Freddie Wiggins. On this particular trip, we fished some 30 
to 35 miles off the Mexican shore, in the immediate vicinity of 91°10’ west longi 
tude and 19°50’ north latitude. 

“4. On the morning of Friday, April 20, 1956, we proceeded from the fishing 
grounds to a point located at 90°50’ west longitude and 20°15’ north latitude. 
We were to rendezvous at this point with the trawler the St. George of Tampa, 
Fla., for the purpose of transferring shrimp from our boat to their's to be 
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taken to Tampa, Fla. We arrived and anchored at the rendezvous point at 
approximately 10 a. m., April 20, 1956. There were about 20 to 25 shrimp 
boats in the area and within sight of our boat. While anchored at this point, 
we sighted a Mexican gunboat apparently giving chase to several shrimp boats, 
This Mexican gunboat passed up a number of shrimp boats and came over to our 
location. The captain of the Mexican gunboat signalled for us to bring our boat 
alongside his boat. We did so, and our boat was boarded by some of the crew 
from the Mexican gunboat. Our boat and shrimp aboard were inspected by 
the Mexican officials, and I was ordered, at gunpoint to go aboard the Mexican 
gunboat, taking with me the boat’s papers. My crew member, Freddie Wiggins, 
was left in charge of our boat. I requested permission to contact the American 
Coast Guard by radio in order that they might verify my position. I was denied 
this request and not permitted to use my radio at all. 

“5. Our boat together with two other boats, named the Captain Ramos and 
the Sea Hagle, were ordered to accompany the Mexican gungoat to Maxtun Point, 
Mexico. Mexican guards were placed aboard our boat, and several parts of our 
engine were removed so it could not be operated. On Saturday morning April 21, 
1956, I was taken to the Captain of the Port and the American Vice Consul 
was called in. At this conference, I was told that we were charged with fishing 
in Mexican territorial waters. When I returned to our boat, an official of the 
Mexican Fisheries Department confiscated the following equipment from the 
trawler, the Miss Suzanne: 

“A. Three fishing nets, valued at $375 each. 

“B. Two try nets, valued at $20 each. 

“CO. Two sets of 10-foot by 40-foot net doors valued at $208 each. 

“—D. Two sets try net doors valued at $21.50 each. 

“E. One thousand and eight hundred pounds shrimp, valued at 70 cents 

per pound. 

“In addition, I was told that a fine of $1,500 was being levied against the boat. 
Che American Vice Counsul made arrangements for the payment of our fine by 
the owner of the trawler the Miss Suzanne. 

“6. On April 25, 1956, they told me the fine was paid. On Friday April 27, 
1956, the engine parts were replaced and we were released from custody and 
allowed to proceed. After being released I contacted my owner's agent, Mr. 
Charles B. Fairley, of Tampa, Fla., who made arrangements for me to get nets 
and doors from another boat. This permitted me to fish 11 more nights and 
then I returned to Tampa, Fla., arriving there at 8:30 a. m. on May 18, 1956. 

“7. As stated before, there were many other boats in the vicinity where the 
Mexican gunboat picked up the trawler the Miss Suzanne and the other two 
boats. Most of these other boats were not molested at all by the Mexican authori- 
ties. 

“WILBUR FELTON. 
“Sworn to and subscribed before me this 22d day of May 1956. 
“HK. E. NAUGLE, Jr., Notary Public. 
“My commission expires April 20, 1959.” 


List of property confiscated from the trawler “Miss Suzanne” 


(a) 3 fiehiow mote valued at S376 ObChn oo ose ce ccc cuu.. $1,220 
ae ee NE a |. ee en sic 10) 
(c) 2 sets of 10-foot by 40-foot net doors valued at $208 each___-_---~- : 116 
(d) 2 sets try net doors valued at $21.50 each ___________ scat es ab ane 45 
(e) 1,800 pounds shrimp valued at 70 cents per pound_____--___-----~ 1, 260 

ES sd oe lie acl ar Si ee oe a No 2, 884 


In view of the fact protection is not given, we respectfully request Public 
Law 680, known as the Fishermen’s Protective Act, be amended to cover all 
losses sustained directly due to seizures of United States citizens’ fishing boats 
by foreign governments in water recognized by the United States Govern- 
ment as the high seas. 

Miss ScuutmaAn. Then we have the past president of Southeastern 
Fisheries Association, the present chairman of the board, Berlin 
Feltos, from Key West, Fla. 

Mr. Boyxtn. I have had the pleasure of knowing the gentleman 
and if he has a statement we will be glad to put it in. 
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Miss Scuutman. Last but not least, we have John Carinhas from 
Brownsville, Tex. 

Then we have James Golden from Senator Holland’s office, who is 
the Senator’s right-hand man over there. We are glad to have him 
with us. We have Milo Moore from the Senate Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce Committee. 

“Mr. Boyxrn. Senator Smathers and Senator Holland have always 
worked with us. 

Miss ScuuLtMANn. We have the executive director of the National 
Canners Association with us, a former Florida cracker, George Steele. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for all the time of the committee. 

Mr. Boykin. You have been wonderful. If any of you do not think 
we are doing what is best for all of you we will continue the hearings, 
but we do have this Easter vacation although when you go home you 
have twice as much to do as you do here. We are adjourning tomorrow 
and if we do wait until we come bs ick it will be a long time and we may 
not get this bill through. I would like to ask every one of you if you 
think it is proper for us to have this committee stay here a few 
minutes and vote the bill out? That is what you all would like for us 
to do. We will have all of the reports put in the record. If we have 
finished we will adjourn at this time. 

I would like to tell that captain who made such a splendid impres- 

sion how long and hard Congressman Pelly has worked on your matter. 
I do not think there has been a day passed that he has not talked to us 
about it. I was so glad that you were here. We certainly wanted to 
hear the facts. I wish we could have heard from every single one of 
you. If any of you would like to see any of us personally now or at 
any other time we would be glad to see you. 

I am at Mobile, Ala., where we have the best shrimp, of course, in 
the world, but we cannot furnish the whole world so that we are glad 
the rest of you have some. I would be glad to talk to any of you. | 
know what a serious matter this is. 

Mr. Gautier has been talking to me. They honored me with one of 
the greatest honors ever extended to a man in Congress. 

Miss Schulman, you have made one of the greatest statements of 
anybody I have ever known, and I have been here for a long time. 

Mr. Tortierson. Could I ask permission for the Tuna Boat Associa- 
tion and the Salmon Fisheries to insert statements in the record if they 
wish to do so? 

Mr. Boykin. We will keep the record open, ladies and gentlemen, 
for 2 weeks. I want to tell you that Mr. Tollefson used to be chairman 
of this committee when the Republicans were in power. He was one 
of the greatest men I have ever known. He works hard and I love 
and respect him. This other Republican, Mr. Allen, has really helped 
and cooperated with us. Both tickets in California endorse him and 
if I were there in California I would certainly vote for John Allen. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE STEELE, DIRECTOR, FISHING PRODUCTS 
DIVISION, NATIONAL CANNERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Streeter. Most, in fact all of the segments of the canned fish 
industry either have statements on the way or they will be here soon, 
so that, to support what Mary Schulman has said, all of us are with 
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Mary on this and, if those statements have not already reached the 
office they will be here within the next few days. 

Mr. Boykin. Thank you very much. We are going to hold the 
record open for 2 weeks. 

We will adjourn and go into executive session. 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned subject 
to the call of the Chair.) 

(The following additional statements have been submitted for the 
record :) 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN SPARKMAN 


Mr. Chairman, generally I favor any legislation which would help United 
States citizens seized in international waters by foreign nations. America has 
a great tradition of protecting its citizens in foreign areas whether it be on land 
or sea. 

Our commercial and fishing industry is certainly a vital segment of our 
national economy, and it seems to me that the problems created by such seizures 
would certainly affect this industry. 

It is most unfortunate that certain foreign countries do not recognize the 
3-mile limit set by international law. I hope that the day will come when we 
can persuade these countries, many of whom are our friends, to see and under 
stand the practicability of the 3-mile limit as the extent of territorial waters 
around or adjacent to any nation. 

Hi. R. 5526 would amend Public Law 680, 83d Congress, so as to make the 
United States liable not only for fines levied against our citizens for alleged 
encroachment on so-called territorial waters but would also reimburse the owners 
of the seized vessel for all expenses incurred by them as a direct result of such 
seizure. H. R. 5526 would also make the United States liable for the payment 
of $10,000 to the dependents of any seaman succumbing from injuries arising 
from such a seizure. 

Certainly some type of legislation is needed to compensate seamen for fines 
and expenses incurred as the result of a situation over which they had no control 
At the same time, utmost caution should be taken to insure that the knowledge 
that the United States will make this reimbursement will not result in potential 
claimants incurring undue or ill-advised expenses while under arrest or detention 
in a foreign nation. 

I hope the committee will give serious consideration to this bill and that all 
persons interested in this type of legislation will be allowed to voice fully their 
convictions. I feel that it is only through this process that we can arrive at a 
satisfactory solution to the problem of such illegal seizures as I have discussed 


WARREN FisH Co., ING., 
Pensacola, Fla., April 11, 1957 
To: Congressman Frank Boykin. 
From: Francis W. Taylor. 
Subject: Hearing on H. R. 5526 

In behalf of H. R. 5526, I would like to state that in the past, my company 
has suffered losses which have been brought about by the seizure of my vessels 
fishing off the Mexican coast. 

In the last case, which oecurred some years ago, our captain was tried in a 
Mexican court and exonerated from the charge, however, we suffered the loss 
of cargo as well as the expense of the trip and the lost time of the vessel. At 
that time we were advised by the State Department, that they considered it a 
useless effort to make any claims against the Mexican Government, and as a 
result we suffered a complete loss. 

I feel that, as if in this case, our Government does not want to press claims 
against our foreign neighbors, that we should at least be compensated for any 
losses incurred. 

FraANcIS W. Taytor, President. 
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STATEMENT BY Hon. Bos WILSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman, for several years the breadth of the territorial sea and the 
law of the sea have been the subject of a great deal of diplomatic activity 
among the nations of the world. The codification of the section of international 
law covering these subjects is proceeding satisfactorily but slowly in the Or- 
ganization of American States and in the United Nations. In the course of 
time, and I hope that will be a relatively short time, the rules and regulations 
under which citizens of all countries may use the high seas and the citizens 
of foreign countries can use the territorial sea of a country will be stabilized. 
The United Nations is convening a plenipotentiary conference of all interested 
countries in Rome in March 1958 which should materially advance international 
agreement on this complex subject. 

In the meantime our domestic fishermen have been subjected to a good deal 
of harassment, seizure and expense in various seaS as a byproduct of these 
international controversies. They have been molested by foreign countries 
while carrying out their normal occupation under rights and claims held by 
the United States. It seems obvious that our fishermen should not by them- 
selves bear the cost of carrying out national policy, and that the United States 
should pay such expenses itself during this period of uncertain and changing 
international practice and law. 

With this in mind I and a number of other Congressmen introduced legisla- 
tion on this subject in 1954 which finally resulted in Public Law 680, 88d Con- 
gress. In essence this provided that when a vessel of the United States was 
seized by a country under rights and claims not recognized by the United 
States, and it was necessary to pay a fine in order to get a prompt release of 
the vessel, the United States Treasury would reimburse the owner of the vessel 
by the amount of the fine actually paid. 

The largest high seas fishery of the United States, the tuna fishery of the 
Eastern Pacific, is pretty well concentrated in my district. I have been advised 
by my people that Public Law 680 has worked very satisfactorily for them in 
the nearly 3 yeurs that it has been in force. There have been no seizure of 
San Diego boats by any of the 10 countries off which our vessels fish in that 
period of time and they report that fishery relations in this area have improved 
steadily and wholesomely in that time. They attribute this general improve- 
ment of their affairs rather largely to the passage of Public Law 680. 

It is obvious, however, that Public Law 680 has not been enough in itself 
to produce these same benefits in the Gulf of Mexico where shrimpers fishing 
out of our Gulf ports are still being seized from time to time by Mexican Coast 
Guard vessels. Not only are these United States vessels fined before they are 
turned loose, but often their cargo and gear are confiscated, they lose fishing 
time and in at least one case an American crewman was seriously wounded by 
Mexican guntire. 

1 am certain that the United States and Mexico are going to settle this prob- 
lem by peaceful means either through the activities going on in the United Na- 
tions or by bilateral negotiations between them. We are peaceful neighbors and 
we settle our differences peaceably. 

In the meantime I do not think that an American fisherman should lose a 
dime of his own money in protecting rights and claims of the United States. 
The Treasury is still able to pay our defense and diplomatic expenses without 
calling upon our private citizens to do so out of their own purse. For this 
reason I have introduced H. R. 5888 which is a companion bill to Mr. Bonner’s 
H. R. 5526. This would amend Public Law 680 by making the United States 
Treasury liable for all sxpenses to vessel owners or crew members growing di- 
rectly out of a seizure of an American vessel by a foreign country under rights 
and claims not recognized by the United States I hope that favorable aetion 
will be taken by your committee on this legislatio: 


STATEMENT OF RAYMOND Ih, STEELE, ATTORNEY AT LAW 


My name is Raymond E. Steele, attorney at law, of Washington, D. Cc. I 
appear in support of H. R. 5526 and companion bills and suggest that the effee- 
tive date be made retroactive to January 1, 1950, to include losses of five shrimp 
boats seized by the Mexicans on April 28, 1950. 

The chairman and others of the committee may recall that I was a witness 
at a closed session of the committee in 1950, when the seizure of five of our 
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American shrimp boats by the Mexicans was aired. Since the record was not 
printed, it might be well to refresh the memory of the members who were 
present at that time and to point out some of the salient matters of the seizure 
of these shrimp boats for the benefit of the new members. I should like to preface 
my remarks by stating that I was on the scene in Mexico following the boat 
seizure and personally supervised the payment of the fines imposed by the Mexi- 
cans so the boats could be released. 

From the record made before your committee and the separate investigation 
made by the State Department it has been unquestionably proven that all five 
boats in question were seized more than 9 miles at sea. Ironically the seizure 
was effected by a gunboat reputed to have cost our people $1% million, but 
which had been sold the Mexican Government for something less than $20,000. 
Furthermore, the skipper of the Mexican gunboat had gotten a substantial part 
of his training at our Naval Academy in Annapolis. 

If ever the United States Government showed a willy-nilly attitude toward 
its nationals, this boat seizure was it. And if there is bitterness displayed bj 
eertain of those engaged in our gulf shrimp fishery, the roots for that feeling can 
well be traced to this particular boat seizure. 

Some months prior to the seizure I had a phone call from a shrimp-boat owner 
in the gulf. This was while I was general counsel for the National Fisheries 
Institute. The question asked me was whether our Government would adhere 
to the 3-mile limit insofar as jurisdiction on the high seas was concerned. Know- 
ing the laxity of our policy in these matters I made an appeal to the Depart- 
ment of State for an opinion in writing. One was obtained in letter form from 
W. M. Chapman, then assistant to the Under Secretary of State in Charge of 
Fisheries. In substance, the letter stated that our Government would stand pat 
on the 3-mile limit, which at that time was the majority ruling in most inter- 
national law cases of consequence. A great many of the shrimp-boat owners 
obtained photostats of the letter and had them conspicuously displayed on their 
boats. At least one of the seized boats had the photostated letter posted at the 
time of the April 1950 seizure. 

The furor created in papers throughout the United States over the seizure 
of the five shrimp vessels could be matched in Mexican papers where our fisher- 
men were commonly referred to as “pirates.” It may not be for the common good 
to relate some of the horrible incidents which took place during and following 
the seizure of these boats. Perhaps it could be stated accurately that what 
we fought a war over in 1812, we pass over in the 1950’s as an international 
incident. 

There was some good which inured to the benefit of fishermen over the 1950 
shrimp boat seizure. Unquestionably the feeling created by it laid the founda- 
tion for the Fishermen’s Protective Act of 1954. Unfortunately the owners of 
the five boats were not beneficiaries of that law. It was not made retroactive 
for reasons purely political. The same act is now up for amendment. Again 
the question arises whether for purely political reasons it will not be made 
retroactive. Here are some of the reasons advanced for and in behalf of the 
boatowners which we believe the committee will want to consider. 

1. The Claims Division of the Department of State has honored the claims 
which are set forth in a letter to the chairman of the Judiciary Committee dated 
May 10, 1955, as follows: 

“The total amount of $19,429.50 which this Government requested be paid by 
the Government of Mexico was made up of the following items. 
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2. Demand for the above claims have been honored by our Government, but 
for 7 years they have remained unpaid. There is no indication that the 
Mexican Government will ever honor them. Past history would indicate that 
they will never be honored. The only alibi that the State Department has for 
not requesting that the bills be honored by our Government is “it questions the 
advisability of appropriating funds ont of the Treasury of the United States 
to compensate the claimants for their losses and damages sustained as a result 
of acts of Mexican authorities.” To this, these boatowners can rightfully ask: 
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“Since when has the United States Treasury, which handles billions of dollars, 
been closed to American citizens with meritorious claims?” 

3. Since the 5 shrimp boats were seized not outside the 3-mile limit but beyond 
the 9-mile limit, there is no excuse for the claims not being honored by our Gov- 
ernment. Otherwise, fishing on the high seas is a risk that nobody as an Amer- 
ican citizen can insure. Furthermore, if there is to be a fishing treaty between 
the United States and Mexico, payment of the claims ought to be made by our 
Government and the jurisdictional matter handled later. Our citizens should 
not be penalized for the stupidity of or laxity of our Government. Seven years 
of waiting with one of the boatowners already dead is proof of this. 

4. By making the proposed amendment to the Fishermen’s Protective Act re- 
troactive to 1950, it has been reliably estimated that less than $200,000 is in- 
volved. This isn’t going to make even a dent in the United States Treasury. 

5. The chief reason for the wording of the amendment itself is borne out by 
the out-of-pocket losses suffered by the owners during the 1950 seizure. Each 
owner was fined 5,000 pesos. Percentagewise this is only about 12 percent of 
the losses entailed. Other seizures have proved that the fines imposed by foreign 
governments are not commensurate with other losses. 

6. Finally, there seems to be no logical reason why, even political, the present 
bill should not be made retroactive to January 1950. The seizures in question 
were most flagrant and the owners of the five boats should not by any stretch of 
the imagination be made martyrs to someone else’s cause. This they will be un- 
less this committee makes it possible for the Congress to pass a bill with the 
retroactive provision. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN S. CARINHAS, JR. 


My name is John 8. Carinhas, Jr. I live in Brownsville, Tex., at 4880 East 
14th Street. I have been operating at the port of Brownsville off and on since 
1950 and continuously since I returned from the Army a little over 2 years ago. 
I have been in charge of the operation of a number of shrimp trawlers out of the 
Brownsville Shrimp Basin. For the purpose of this hearing, I am also repre- 
senting the Texas Shrimp Association of which I am vice president. This asso- 
ciation represents substantially all of the boat owners and shore plant operators 
in the State of Texas. I wish to direct my testimony to H. R. 5526 and similar 
bills. 

Seizures by the Mexican Government of shrimp trawlers which have been 
operating under my direction from the port of Brownsville, Tex., have been very 
expensive and have caused severe losses. 

On July 18, 1956, the Ann Carinhas, owned by my sister, Joyce Carinhas 
Hebert, was stopped in the Gulf of Mexico about 90 miles south of Port Isabel, 
Tex., by the Mexican gunboat Blas Godinez, at a point about 1244 to 14 marine 
miles off the Mexican coast, was boarded on the high seas by an armed party, 
and was taken into the Mexican port of Tampico, where its cargo of 600 pounds 
of shrimp and its nets were confiscated, and a fine of $1,200 United States cur- 
rency was imposed before the boat and its captain and crew were released. By 
reason of this seizure, the owner of the vessel sustained a loss which I have 
conservatively estimated at over $4,000. There was over $200 in telephone calls 
back and forth to Tampico, Mexico, Washington, D. C., Patterson, La., and other 
points, together with miscellaneous expenses. By reason of the vessel having 
been taken into a foreign port, it cost $50 to get the vessel cleared through 
United States customs on its return to Brownsville. I have heretofore made 
an estimate of the loss due to lost fishing time at 1,500 pounds of shrimp that 
normally would have been caught in about 7 days during the period, or $975. 
Actually the loss was probably almost double that. I have checked up and 
found that from the date of seizure on July 18, 1956, it was August 3, 1956, or 
16 or 17 days, before the boat left on its next fishing trip. 

I have heretofore sent in an estimate of the loss due to the seizure of the 
Ann Carinhas as follows: 
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I realize now that the actual loss was probably around $5,000 to $6,000. The 
fine is only a small part of it. I think you can safely figure that every time you 
have a seizure and have your boat taken into a Mexican port, the catch and nets 
and gear confiscated, and a fine leveied, you will have a loss of at least $5,000 to 
$6,000. 

On November 12, 1956, the Pescador, owned by me, was anchored about 10 
miles south of what is called 2410 at a point about 16 marine miles off the 
Mexican coast, when it learned over the marine radio that another shrimp 
boat which was about 12 miles off the Mexican coast had been ordered by a 
Mexican gunboat to follow it and that said gunboat was heading for the Pescador. 
Thinking that it would be seized even though far outside the Mexican claimed 
% marine mile limit, the Pescador and its companion hoat, the Joyee Carinhas, 
owned by my said sister, decided to run for it. The Mexican gunboat, which 
proved to be the G—28, gave chase and about 35 or 40 rifle shots were fired at the 
Pescador from the gunboat. About 35 miles off the Mexican coast, Capt. Tom 
Wilson on the Pescador was wounded in the back by rifle fire from the gunboat 
The Pescador was boarded on the high seas by an armed party. and with the 
wounded captain, was required to proceed into the Mexican port of Tampico 
The Pescador was allowed to leave before daylight of the morning following the 
evening it arrived, and none of its shrimp, nets, or other equipment was cor fis 
cated. Captain Wilson was given doctor and medical care in Tampico, at the 
expense of the Mexican Government, and was permitted to return to Brownsville 
aboard a private plane which I sent down from Brownsville. As a result of 
that episode, the clutch of the Pescador was seriously damaged and it cost me 
$800 to repaid it. It cost me over $128 to send the private plane to Tampico 
for the wounded captain. I paid out over $700 in hospital and doctor bills for 
Captain Wilson. The Pescador lost about 3 weeks fishing time at a period when 
shrimping was good, and I feel this caused me a loss of around $2,500. After 
Captain Wi'son was shot, the Joyce Carinhas went alongside the Pescador and 
Captain Wilson’s nephew was put aboard the Pescador and it was he who took the 
Pescador into Tampico and then brought her out of Tampico all by himself after 
being released. The Joyce Carinhas, captained by Captain Wilson’s brother, 
stood by to help the Pescador and kept in contact by marine radio and met the 
Pescador as she came out of Tampico and transferred his last crewman to help 
the nephew bring the Pescador back to Brownsville. The Joyce Carinhas also lost 
about 3 weeks fishing time due to this episode at a loss to me which I estimate 
to also have been about $2,500. I estimate the Pescador incident caused a 
loss as follows: 
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I was very much dismayed to learn that the insurance I carry on the Pescador, 
both on my boat and on the crew, did not cover the dam»ge to the clutch nor 
the injury to my captain. While we are not at war with Mexico, I was advised 
that all insurance policies covering shrimp boats operating in the Gulf of Mexico 
have war-risk clauses which exclude coverage in incidents such as that involving 
the Pescador. 

I would like to call attention to what the crewmen said when the Mexican 
gunboat captain boarded the Pescador, an American fishing boat, about 35 marine 
miles off the Mexican coast, far out on the high seas. The gunboat captain had 
been preceded to the Pescador by a boat containing an officer and 4 or 5 soldiers 
armed with rifles. Captain Wilson lay bleeding on the floor of the wheelhouse 
The Mexican gunboat captain did not even offer him simple first aid, but cursed 
him and told the members of the Pescador crew that he ought to finish off Cap 
tain Wilson. The affidavit of the crewmen filed with the State Department says: 

“The captain of the gunboat came to the Pescador. He looked at the boat 
papers and asked for the name of the captain. He told us to head back to 

srownsville. He went in and looked at the captain on the floor but he did not 
offer to help him. The captain from the gunboat said to the other crewmen and 
to me he ought to finish off our captain and used a curse word toward him.” 
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I am glad to report that Captain Wilson is back fishing, but he is not fully 
recovered. He still carries fragments of metal in his back as the doctors did 
not think it advisable to operate. I consider myself very lucky. Captain Wilson 
could just as well have been killed by the rifle fire, and the gunboat could just 
as well have used its larger gun and sunk the Pescador, and I would not have had 
any insurance to protect me on account of the loss of the vessel or the death of 
the captain, and am advised I cannot secure any insurance that will protect me. 

There can be no doubt that the entire Pescador incident happened well outside 
the 9 marine miles from the Mexican coast claimed by Mexico as her waters. 
It so happened that the commandant of the United States Coast Guard was 
aboard the United States Coast Guard Cutter Sebago which was in the gulf 
south of where this incident took place. The Sebago was contacted by marine 
radio by the first shrimp boat approached by the gunboat, before the case of the 
Pescador started, and Captain Wilson kept the button pressed down on his 
marine radio during the chase, and the bullets hitting the steel hull of the 
Pescador could be heard, and Captain Wilson gave his location and readings on 
his fathometer every few minutes as the chase continued so there could be no 
doubt as to the location of the Pescador at all times. 

Our Government not only does not afford us protection from these unlawful 
seizures and losses but it provides the very vessels which Mexico uses to run 
our boats down on the high seas, fire upon them, board them with armed parties, 
and take them into foreign ports. 

On April 28, 1950, the Progress, owned by my father, was seized northeast of 
Tampico, and was taken into Tampico, and 2,362 pounds of shrimp aboard were 
confiscated. The nets were first seized but later were released and transported 
overland and returned through Matamoros, Mexico, after the transportation 
charges on same were paid. The fine imposed at that time was only $578.35 
compared to the $1,200 fine now levied. Shortly before such seizure, in answer 
to a specific request, the State Department had advised in writing that the 
shrimp boats had a right to fish to within 3 marine miles of the Mexican coast, 
and many of the shrimp boats had a framed copy of that letter posted in their 
wheelhouses. However, in a congressional hearing held in Washington, it was 
definitely established that the seizure was made more than 9 marine miles off 
Mexico. From the time when such seizure was made, along with four other 
shrimp boats, the United States Department of State was notified and every 
move made by the owners of said boats was made at the direction of the State 
Department and it was only on the State Department’s advice that the fines 
were finally paid under diplomatic protest to secure the release of said vessels. 
With the aid of legal advisers in the State Department, a claim for the loss sus- 
tained on account of the seizure of the Progress, totaling $5,185.98, was prepared 
with supporting vouchers and evidence, and was tacitly approved by our State 
Department, and is said to have been submitted by the State Department to 
Mexico for payment, but during the 7 years that have elapsed since that seizure, 
not a cent has been received on said claim, and it is never heard from unless 
specific inquiry is made of the State Department about it, and the answer is 
always the same—nothing. 

The men in the shrimping industry feel that Public Law 680, known as the 
Fishermen's Protective Act, should be amended so that the owners of boats 
seized in waters recognized by the United States as the high seas be reimbursed 
for all losses sustained by them which are directly due to such seizure. We 
have suffered many indignities at the hands of the Mexicans, and feel that if 
our Government will not protect us in our lawful operations in international 
waters that we at least should be reimbursed for our losses directly due to such 
lack of protection, and that our Government then should make claim against 
the foreign government responsible for such illegal seizures. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN F. LINEHAN, GENERAL MANAGER OF THE SEAFOOD PRODUCERS 
ASSOCIATION, INC., OF NEw Beprorp, MAss. 


In view of the recent atrocities committed by foreign nationals upon United 
States fishermen fishing on the high seas on American-flag vessels, it is quite 
apparent that the Fishermen’s Protective Act of 1954 needs to be amended to 
provide compensation for fishermen and vessel owners for expenses incurred b) 
them from acts in violation of their constitutional rights as citizens of the United 
States. H. R. 5526 would provide the authorization for reimbursement of 
expenses in this connection and passage of this bill is strongly urged. 
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The port of New Bedford is the port of registry for about 200 American com- 
mercial fishing vessels whose fishing grounds are from 50 to 200 miles from port. 
These vessels are valued at approximately $15 million and are served by crews 
totaling 1,200 men. At present they encounter no overt acts of hostility from 
a foreign nation, since the only nation whose shores border the fishing grounds is 
Canada, a friendly nation. This present lack of hostility should not serve to 
encourage us to take on an apathetic attitude toward the problems being encoun- 
tered by our countrymen and fellow-fishermen in the South and the West, who 
have been forced to submit to gross indignities and perils in the pursuit of their 
livelihood. 

Every American should be ashamed to see fellow citizens treated as scum of 
the sea by nations whose continued existence is greatly dependent upon the 
generosity of our own country. We should be alarmed that in this day, when 
the United States is spending billions of dollars to bolster the economies of other 
less industrious nations, some nations have the unmitigated gall to arbitrarily 
establish their own limits of jurisdictional sea and summarily apprehend and 
confiscate our American-flag vessels who have allegedly violated these arbitrary 
decrees. It is appalling that our Government will sit idly by while American 
lives and property are being endangered and confiscated, to be held in ransom 
until fines and fees are meekly paid by the strongest Nation on earth. 

The courage and intrepidity of the men who continue to exercise their rights 
of the high seas as free Americans is both commendable and astonishing. Com- 
mendable because they have the courage to resist the arbitrary decrees of dema- 
gogs, and astonishing because they are doing it virtually without support, either 
moral or physical, from their own Government, whose servants apparently have 
forgotten that they took an oath to defend the Constitution and to protect 
the rights of every citizen. Those men who sail the ships, and those men who 
send them out, certainly deserve no less than is demanded in H. R. 5526. Reim- 
bursement for expenses incurred while exercising their God-given rights, and 
compensation to the bereaved families of those whose lives have been lost in 
the pursuit of their freedom, seems very little to ask. Are there those who feel 
these demands unjust? If there are, then separate them from the ones whose 
philosophy of life is based upon the American concepts of justice and fair play, 
of dignity of man, and equality for all. 

We in New England feel that, although our lives are presently unhampered 
by armed strife in the course of our fishing operations, if the trend to degrade 
and abuse America and Americans continues, our operations may some day be 
interfered with or curtailed by foreign nations acting arbitrarily. We there- 
fore feel that now is the time to step forward by the sides of our countrymen 
to support them in their efforts to further protect themselves against losses result- 
ing from the ravages of unchecked foreign delinquency. We strongly urge you 
to act favorably upon H. R. 5526. 


STATEMENT OF W. M. CHAPMAN, DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH FOR THE AMERICAN 
'TUNABOAT ASSOCIATION 


My name is W. M. Chapman. I am director of research for the American 
Tunaboat Association of San Diego, Calif., an organization of the owners of 
commercial vessels fishing for tuna by the live-bait method. One hundred and 
fifty such tuna clippers operate out of San Diego, fishing for tuna in the high 
seas of 10 countries south of California to central Peru. Their operations are 
continuous the year around in that area and they do not operate elsewhere. 
In terms of capital involved in vessels and value of product this fleet represents 
not only the largest operation by American flag fishing vessels off the coast of 
other countries, but also the largest fishing fleet operating out of any port of 
the United States. Accordingly, we are deeply interested in any legislation 
affecting the operation of American flag vessels on the high seas. 

H. R. 5526 seeks to amend Public Law 680, 88d Congress, 2nd session, by 
expanding the responsibility of the United States Government under that legis- 
lation so that instead of merely indemnifying the boat owner for a possible 
fine when his vessel has been seized by a foreign government under rights and 
claims not recognized by the United States, it will indemnify both owner and 
crew members for all expenses incurred by them directly as the result of such 
seizure. We strongly support the adoption of H. R. 5526 into law. 

We actively supported the adoption of Public Law 680. Before commenting 
on this amendment to it, it may be well to review what the purpose was for 
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that basic law, how that law has worked with respect to our operations and 
how the objections which were raised to the adoption of that measure at that 
time have turned out in practice. We will confine our comments largely to the 
practical situation in fishery of the Eastern Pacific Ocean and the international 
law situation in the Organization of American States and the United Nations 
which are the two fields where our practical experience enables us to speak. 

World War II disturbed the basic power relations among nations in the world 
to such an extent that the adjustments required to reach a new power equili- 
brium among nations have materially affected almost every feature in the 
relationships among all countries in the world. These adjustments have inter- 
acted upon each other in these recent years and it is obvious that it will be 
some years yet before a new equilibrium among powers will be established, if 
it ever is. 

One of the fields of international relations that has been profoundly dis- 
turbed by these adjustments in power has been the law and the use of the sea. 
For a hundred years the British Navy by available strength as well as by 
sritish policy had kept the oceans of the world open to peaceful commerce 
by all nations. World War II left the British Navy and British policy physi- 
cally unable to perform this function on a worldwide basis. The United States 
Navy and United States policy did not at once understand that this function 
now was its responsibility. As a consequence there developed a power vacuum 
in which the principle of freedom of seas and the principal of the narrow terri- 
torial sea came under sharp and sustained attack from a number of small 
nations around the world, mostly new and with a colonial history, who felt in 
their new strength that their individual interests would be best served by 
extending their territorial sovereignty into the high seas by greater or lesser 
distances. 

While there were a number of factors aside from the straight nationalistic urge 
of new nations that contributed force to these attacks, problems connected 
with the use of fishery resources lying in the high seas lent the most direct 
strength to this unrest, and the sharpest attacks developed by nations off whose 
coast we fished. They developed and espoused in international forums the 
principle that the coastal country should have a band of sovereign territorial 
sea 200 miles wide instead of 3, and the ability to extend that distance unilater- 
ally if they thought such action to be necessary. 

A considerable part of the United States Navy and the Department of State 
did not view these radical attacks on the principle of the freedom of the seas 
as havin’ any large significance. The Western Hemisphere and free world 
defense depended upon the ability of the United States Navy to freely use the 
ocean in time of peace as well as war. The economy of the Western Hemisphere 
and of the free world depended upon the free flow of raw material to manu- 
facturing centers and of the manufactured product back to the centers of 
consumption. For each independent nation to extend its sovereign territor) 
out into the highe seas hy 200 miles more or less would bring normal navigational 
lanes under the variable domestic laws of a number of independent countries 
insterd of beng under general international law. This would in the end so 
disrupt the defenses of the free world and its economic development that, the 
argument ran, no sensible person desiring those two things would countenance 
or support such radical departures from the heretofore normal international 
practice of a narrow territorial sea and a free use of the high seas. 

Therefore, the argument ran in these official channels, since sensible people 
would not tamper thus dangerously with defense and economic development, 
and these countries were sensible and our allies, the problem did not amount 
to very much and at any rate friction with our allies should not be permitted 
to arise from such beginnings. Right would win in the end, and the 3-mile limit 
was right because it had been for a long time. This was probably only some 
obscure fishing problem which would go away in time if not nurtured and, 
besides, if our fishery interests were damaged they did not bulk large anyway 
in the general national interest. 

However, we in the fisheries were forced to dig into the origins of this problem 
deeply enough that we found them to be much more complex and strong than 
these official opinions admitted of. Some of these origins were these: 

1. Russia did not want the free world to prosper, and it wanted to reduce its 
ability to defend itself. Accordingly, it was in the Russian interest to contribute 
to the breakdown of the freedom of the seas and the extension of the breadth 
of the territorial sea. Russia, we found, was working in this direction in more 
ways than our policymakers were prepared to recognize. 
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2. The United States was increasingly depending upon the United Nations as 
an instrument of foreign policy. The bloc of 20 Latin-American votes 17 the 
United Nations were essential to this country in critical showdown votes on 
major issues. Accordingly, the United States was not in a good bargaining 
position with Latin-American countries except on major issues. It would give 
Way on minor issues in its bilateral and multilateral dealings with Latin-Ameri- 
can countries in order not to antagonize the vote in the United Nations on major 
issues. So long as this territorial sea problem remained a fishery problem 
only, and therefore minor in the general national interest, we could not es pect 
much protection from United States policy or strength. While this was partic- 
ularly true with respect to Latin America where our direct interest lay, it was 
similarly true with the new nations of Asia and Africa whose number was 
becoming legion. 

3. The breakup of the British and French Empires resulted in a large number 
of new nations immediately antagonistic to anything which had been British 
and French. If a measure came up in an international forum whose defeat 
would bother England and France they inclined to vote against it just to show 
the British and French that they were now independent and didn’t like them 
much anyway. The 3-mile limit was British in origin and had been enforced 
by British strength. The French were also strong 3-mile supporters. Therefore, 
the simple protest vote in favor of doing away with the 5-mile limit was ponder- 
able in the world. 

4. There was a valid worry about the conservation of resources in the high 
seas. Protein food was in short supply. Fish resources could be overfished and 
perhaps even destroyed. There was no general mechanism in international law 
or practice that would safeguard the resources in the high seas off a country’s 
coast as well certainly as that country could do by extending the protection 
of its domestic law out over the adjacent high seas. 

5. There was a ferment in industrial development in the “undeveloped” coun- 
tries. A strong body of feeling was developing in many small coastal countries 
that if foreign fishermen could be excluded from the high seas off their coasts 
and thus put out of business then their local domestic fishing industries would 
have encouragement to step into the breach, grow, and prosper. 

All of these factors, and more, gave weight to the impetus to break down the 
customary law of the sea. In the United Nations the weight of the votes of the 
European countries, who needed a narrow territorial sea, kept the movement 
under fairly reasonable control. In the Organization of American States the 
only big maritime country was the United States and the United States was 
consistently losing its control over the situation because the United States viewed 
the problem in its minor fishing rather than its major freedom-of-the-sea aspect. 

We reviewed the history of this development in our testimony before this 
committee on Public Law 680 in 1954, and it needed not be repeated here save 
to say that in the spring of 1954 the 10th Inter-American Conference at Caracas 
came within an ace of adopting by an overwhelming vote the 200-mile territorial 
sea doctrine as the one which should apply in the Western Hemisphere, and we 
were informed plainly that Ecuador, Chile, and Peru (the prime 200-mile coun- 
tries) were intending to begin the enforcement of this doctrine. 

This movement, which almost developed into a catastrophy for United States 
policy at Caracas, was mostly based on deep-set emotions in the countries in- 
volved. Their self-interest as well as that of the United States quite obviously 
lay in the direction of a narrow territorial sea and a freely usable high seas. 
In the course of time United States and free world diplomacy would have no 
great trouble in demonstrating these facts and in getting the freedom of the seas 
doctrine back on the track. But the situation had been permitted to deteriorate 
to such an extent that it was obviously going to take some months or even a 
few years to do this. In that time we, the fishermen, would be the guinea pigs 
who would suffer the direct economic harm that would come from any attempt to 
enforce these extravagant claims. Although it was the right of the United States 
that was involved, and not our direct individual rights under international law, 
we were in line to pay the bill or be forced out of business. 

It seemed to us that in order to stay in business we had to do two things: 

1. Wake up the United States Government to the fact that it was not only 
about to lose some fishing area, but that if it did it was at the same time 
going to seriously endanger its defense and mercantile interests by having 
permitted irreparable breaches in the doctrine of the freedom of the seas : and 
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2. Protect ourselves from economic loss resulting from our vessels being 
seized by foreign countries on what the United States called the high seas 
while the United States was waking up to the necessity of protecting itself 
on these major issues. 

Our legal situation was that as privately owned vessels we had no private 
rights under international law. We only exercised rights that pertained to our 
sovereign. If we were seized while exercising those rights only our sovereign 
could obtain redress in international law because only he received the damage and 
could appear in court. 

Our political situation was that if our sovereign permitted his rights to be 
flouted at our private expense not many people would worry about it except 
us, but if he permitted this to happen at public expense the Congress would 
exercise a definite restraining influence on this giving away of public rights. 

Our practical fishing situation was that if one of our boats was seized and 
heavily fined at its own expense our whole fleet would have to abandon that 
danger area through economic necessity, and de facto action by the seizing 
country would soon become its de jure right. The rights of the United States 
in the area would decay and wither away, no matter what verbal protests were 
made to keep the record clear. 

Our conclusion was that this situation could best be met by a domestic law 
directing the United States whenever one of its vessels was seized by a foreign 
country under rights and claims not recognized by the United States, to pay 
from the public purse the entire cost directly arising from such seizure. The 
plain purpose would be to get the monkey off our back and onto the Congress’ 
back for the reason that the Congress was in a better position of strength from 
which to guard this public right than we fishermen were. 

We would then be economically protected while exercising the rights of the 
United States and the Congress would be watchful to see that the public purse 
was not damaged by the fiouting of those public rights. The Congress’ at- 
tentiveness would urge the Department of State to more closely guard against 
such happenings. 

These were the reasons behind Public Law 680, 83d Congress, 2d session. 
Opposition to the legislation arose from the Department of State and from 
within the Congress. 

The Department of State plainly and simply did not want the Congress legis- 
lating in such a way as would intimate that the Department was not adequately 
protecting the rights of the United States and its citizens already, but its pub- 
licly expressed reasons were put in a letter to the then chairman of the com- 
mittee, Mr. Tollefson, in these words (letter of July 1, 1954, from Thruston B. 
Morton, for the Secretary of State) : 

1. “It is believed that the effect of the proposed legislation would be pro- 
vocative. It would tend to increase controversies with foreign countries and 
be encouraging American citizens to disregard their laws.” 

2. “Moreover, the provisions of the proposed legislation requiring the payment 
of fines by the Department of State, which would thus subject itself to the 
jurisdiction of foreign courts and appear to recognize to a certain extent, at 
least, the validity of foreign claims, is regarded as undesirable from the stand- 
point of both procedure and policy.” 

The opposition to the bill in the Congress arose almost entirely from a wish 
to prevent fishermen or other countries from actually benefiting economically 
from the legislation, that is: 

1. A fisherman who was not doing very well might “sell” his vessel to the 
United States at a profit by getting it seized by a foreign country. 

2. A country might wish to profit from the act by regularly seizing United 
States vessels in order to make money off the fines. 

Modifications were made in the law before its passage which eliminated the 
second objection made by the Department of State. To meet the monetary ob- 
jection the obligation of the United States was limited to paying only the amount 
of the fine assessed. In that form the law was passed. It is now coming toward 
the end of its third year of operation and it is possible to have a look at whether 
the objectives sought in it are being realized or whether the objections raised to 
it have actually developed. 

From the standpoint of this industry the law has worked perfectly. Our ob- 
jective plainly and simply was to be able to fish on the high seas of the eastern 
Pacific under the rights and claims recognized by the United States without 
being seized or molested by foreign governments. We have continued to so fish 
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without let or hindrance. Not one of our vessels has been seized or fined while 
so doing. 

This is not the entire picture in the eastern Pacific, however. In September 
1954, directly after the passage of the legislation the Sun Streak was seized 
by Ecuador some distance off its southern coast, fined $12,000 and released. 
While the Sun Streak was fishing out of a home port in Peru for a national 
company of Peru it was fishing under the American flag and was owned by 
Americans. The United States Treasury has repaid that fine to the owners. 

In March of 1955 the Arctic Maid and the Santa Ana were seized by Ecuador 
in much the same rea and situation. The Arctic Maid was not a fishing boat 
but was a fish transport vessel out of Seattle, Wash. It was fined $46,000 be- 
fore being released. The Santa Ana was a small purse seiner out of Monterey, 
Calif., which was delivering its catch made on the high seas to the Arctic Maid 
for refrigeration and transport. It was fined $4,900 before being released. For 
reasons with which I am not acquainted the United States Treasury has not 
yet repaid these owners the money. 

Thus about $45,000,000 worth of United States fishing vessels have worked 
freely and fully under United States’ rights in all areas between California 
and central Peru, the year around, for 3 years during which time they caught 
and landed about $100,000,000 worth of fish in California and the cost of the 
law which permitted this to the United States Treasury has been $12,000 with 
a total liability accrued of $62,900. 

Far from having been provocative and increasing controversies with foreign 
countries, the relations between this industry and the individual countries off 
which we fish have improved quite markedly in those 8 years. They are in 
total better at this time than they ever have been and they show every promise 
of continued improvement. 

We have never had any relations good or bad with Chile because we do not 
fish off her coast and there is no thought that we will do so in the future be- 
cause the kind of fish we catch do not occur in those seas in commercial quan- 
tities. 

We have never been harassed by Peru while fishing off her coast, which we 
do steadily and consistently. The only bad relations we ever had with her 
were her quarrels on this subject with the United States in international 
forums. Even these tensions have markedly relaxed, if they have not entirely 
evaporated. Early in 1956 Peru even enacted a decree under which we are 
permitted to purchase a permit to fish in her territorial waters within 3 miles 
of her coast and use her ports fully under privileges greater than those extended 
to ordinary commercial craft. Operations under this decree for more than a 
year have been conducted to our perfect satisfaction and the Government of 
Peru gives every sign of being as well pleased with the practical situation as 
we are. 

No vessel of this fleet has been seized and fined by Ecuador since July of 
1952, and we do not expect any to be in the foreseeable future. Our relations 
with Ecuador have slowly but steadily improved since that time. Decrees 
sponsored by the Government of Ecuador are now in the process of being con- 
sidered there which in our view will substantially erase the points of friction 
that arose between us in the past. The improvement in feeling towards us 
within the Government of Ecuador has been so substantial as to make us quite 
optimistic for the future. If the decrees now projected by Ecuador are adopted 
the prospects for the same peaceful and mutually profitable relations we have 
with other countries with whom we deal seem to be excellent. 

The difficulties we had from time to time with Panama culminated in the 
seizure of a tuna vessel there in the spring of 1953. Out of the controversy 
which resulted the Government of Panama adopted a new decree which erased 
the points of friction existing between us. Since then our relations have been 
excellent and apparently mutually beneficial. Panama has adhered to the con- 
vention establishing the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission and appears 
to be pleased with the safeguards that action gives to her resources, as are we. 

Our relations with the other countries off which we fish have been, and remain 
good. I expect that there are few fields of commercial interest, for instance, 
between Mexico and the United States that are conducted to greater mutual 
benefit and with less friction than ours. 

Thus the least that can be said for Public Law 680 in our area of the world, 
which is considerable, is that it hasn’t done any harm. It hasn't cost the United 
States Treasury very much money. Seizures under it have been less numerous 
than during the 8 years preceding its adoption and we are optimistic enough 
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to believe that they stopped entirely in March of 1955. The totality of fisheries 
relations between this industry and the 10 countries off which we operate is 
without question better now than it was when that law was adopted. This 
applies with equal fullness to the fishery relations between the United States 
and those countries. While we as an industry have worked untiringly to better 
those relations, we attribute most of the improvement to the activities of the 
Department of State, and we cannot help but attribute some of those increased 
activities to the fact that Congress enacted Public Law 680 in 1954 and by doing 
so quite plainly told the Department to chirk up its activities in this field 
somewhat. 

These increased activities have been quite considerable both in bilateral and 
multilateral contacts among the countries, which remain mostly in the classified 
field, and in international forums, which are in the public domain. In the fall 
of 1954 the United States led a movement in the United Nations which caused 
two things to happen: 1. The convening of a specialized conference of 45 nations 
by the United Nations in Rome in the spring of 1955 on the subject “Conservation 
of the Living Resources of the Sea”; and, 2, instruction by the General Assembly 
to the International Law Commission for that body to give priority to its codi- 
fication of the law of the sea, and to report back to the General Assembly on all 
aspects of that subject with recommendations in the fall of 1956. 

The meeting at Rome turned out to be quite successful. Large areas of 
agreement between the countries convened were discovered and the report which 
was adopted by the conference formed a blueprint for the fisheries section of 
the International Law Commission’s work. 

The ILC devoted nearly its entire sessions of 1955 and 1956 to the law of 
the sea. Once again very large areas of agreement were discovered and the 
“ureas of disagreement were diminished. In the field of fisheries the ILC has 
developed articles and schemes that have won a good deal of support around the 
world and, in our view, if adopted by the international community, will mark a 
tremendous step forward in worldwide fisheries relations 

The General Assembly, again with United States leadership, in December just 
passed, while taking note of the progress which had been made in this field, 
adopted a resolution calling for a plenipotentiary conference of nations in Rome 
for the spring of 1958 for the hopeful purpose of adopting a treaty, or treaties, 
among countries on the law of the sea which will further quiet controversy in 
this field of international relations. 

At the same time, through a series of international conferences within the 
framework of the Organization of American States, the United States has sue- 
ceeded in restraining the enthusiasm and motions of some countries there for 
change and has diverted interests toward the settlement of these problems 
within the framework of the United Nations. While most of this effective effort 
has come from the personnel of the Department of State, the Navy has con- 
tributed very substantially to it by bringing to our allies a realization of the 
adverse effects there would be on their own defense if the breadth of the terri- 
torial sea was extended or put within the power of individual countries to 
extend by unilateral action. All of this international diplomatie effort has 
given countries time and a chance to take a sober second look at the projected 
benefits or damages which would come to them from upsetting the doctrine of 
the freedom of the seas. 

I have adverted to the increasingly calm state that has come to the fishery 
problems in the tuna area in the eastern Pacific, since Public Law 680 was 
passed but this is not the only area of fishery problems in the world where there 
has been a relaxing of tension in such problems. 

One of the most irritating international fisheries problems which grew up in 
the postwar years was that between Iceland and England—a problem which, 
at times, grew so tense as to threaten damage to the NATO alliance. This has 
not been completely resolved yet and may not be for awhile, but at least a modus 
vivendi has been adopted by the two countries which has markedly lessened 
tensions and which may even lead to permanent settlement of the problem as 
tempers cool down. 

A serious dispute between Yugoslavia and Italy over fishing rights in the 
Adriatic has apparently been completely resolved to their mutual satisfaction. 
A controversy between England and Russia over fishing rights in the White Sea 
and adjacent waters has recently been brought to resolution by treaty between 
those two countries. 
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A serious problem concerning the fur-seal fisheries of the North Pacific has 
been settled this year by the conclusion of a treaty among Russia, Canada, 
Japan, and the United States. 

The countries surrounding the North Sea have renegotiated the Over-Fishing 
Compact so as to broaden the application of international conservation practices 
to the great fisheries of Western Europe and this cannot help but yield bene- 
ficial diplomatic results in that area of most important fisheries. 

The vigorous fishery controversies between Japan and Russia in the North 
west Pacific have at least been brought within the purview of an International 
Fisheries Commission between them by a treaty concluded last year. While 
their problems are continuing, the two appear to be about evenly matched on 
this issue and it would seem that the international mechanism established by 
this treaty should be competent to handle these problems. 

Somewhat over a year ago Japan and Australia agreed to take their serious 
problem over the pearl fisheries of the Arafura Sea before the International 
Court of Justice for adjudication. Now there appears to be a possibility that 
it will be settled bilaterally without even that step being necessary. 

The United States is now engaged in eight fisheries conservation treaties which 
cover all of its international fisheries, except that of the Gulf of Mexico, and 
which are adhered to by about 20 other countries. The continuing work done by 
these several International Fisheries Commissioners certainly provides one of 
the principal avenues of relaxing fishing tensions in areas where the United 
States citizens are directly involved. 

This report presents a quite optomistic picture of the working of Publie Law 
680, of progress on the codification of the law of the sea in the United Nations, 
of peace in our tuna area, and of a general relaxation of tensions asseciated 
with international fishery problems around the world. The question at once 
arises as to Why it is necessary or advisable to amend Public Law 680 as is 
proposed by H. R. 5526. 

The reason comes almost exclusively from the shrimp fishery of the United 
States in the southern part of the Gulf of Mexico. This problem has obstinately 
refused to be solved or to get any better. 

In every other international fishery area in which its citizens are concerned 
the United States has been able to conclude a conservation treaty with the other 
countries concerned which has protected those particular resources from being 
overfished and, almost incidentally, has quieted down or quite eliminated inter- 
national fisheries tensions in that particular fishery. 

The United States has been pressing Mexico for 3 years to engage in such a 
conservation treaty to cover the shrimp fisheries of common concern in the Gulf 
of Mexico. The treaty is a good sound one that will accomplish its objectives 
as similar treaties have done in so many other cases. But Mexico not only will 
not sign such a treaty, it will not even.sit down to negotiate. In the ahsence 
of an international Commission that can objectively bring to bear the knowledge 
of science to the technical conservation problems involved in the shrimp fishery 
no concrete progress can be made in solving those problems, 

Mexico wants the United States to admit that Mexico's territorial sea in the 
Gulf of Mexico is at least 9 miles wide. The United States has consistently 
refused to do this at repeated intervals for 110 years, and it is less able to agree 
to such a proposal now than it has been in the past. The defense of the free 
world depends upon the United States more than upon any other large grouping 
of nations. The United States requires a narrow territorial sea in the world 
to augment that defense. It cannot admit of a 9-mile territorial sea with one 
of its neighbors in one area of contiguous sea, and hold the line elsewhere. 
Accordingly, the controversy cannot be settled on those grounds. 

On the other hand the United States is quite prepared to settle the problem 
of shrimp fishing in the gulf in a thoroughly pragmatie and practical manner 
through specific treaty arrangements, Sut Mexico will not negotiate on such 
a treaty either. 

The United States shrimp industry is prepared to go considerably further in 
this respect than the United States Government can, for reasons cited above, 
afford to go. For some time it has instructed its vessels to stay 9 miles away 
from Mexico. The shrimp inside 9 miles, in its view, is not worth the trouble. 

This has not worked either. Mexican Coast Guard boats from time to time 
seize shrimpers outside as well as inside 9 miles. The responsible elements of 
the shrimp industry have not the means or authority to police the going and 
coming of all American-flag shrimpers. The United States Coast Guard has 
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been reluctant to assume the duty of protecting American shrimpers from the 
Mexican Coast Guard until the Department of State directs them specifically 
so to do and what to do. The Mexican Coast Guard varies from time to time 
as to what it does. 

The upshot of all this is that the gulf shrimp problem is not yet solved and 
it does not appear to be coming much closer to solution than when Public Law 
680 was passed. From time to time one or more American shrimpers get seized 
by the Mexican Coast Guard and taken to a Mexican port. There a fine is 
assessed. Also, fishing time is lost. Often, if not normally, the cargo of shrimp 
and the nets are confiscated. It has even happened that an American Seaman 
has been shot and seriously wounded. 

This hiatus of law and practice produces severe hardships on boatowners and 
crew members over and above what recompense they can receive under Public 
Law 60. 

[It seems unquestionable that the United States Government has the responsi- 
bility for fully protecting its citizens while they are lawfully employed on the 
high seas under rights and claims asserted by the United States from molestation 
and harm by foreign countries. It also appears quite likely that this general 
problem of the law of the sea is moving slowly toward solution in the United 
Nations. The United States and Mexico will work out a peaceful solution to 
this problem as amongst themselves no matter what happens in the United 
Nations because they are peaceful neighbors. The only question is one of time, 
and during that necessary interval of time we think that our shrimp fishermen 
are entitled to that added protection from the United States that would be 
afforded them by H. R. 5526. 


STATEMENT OF W. L. HArpDE! 


My name is W. L. Hardee. I am a shrimp-trawler owner operating out of 
Brownsville, Tex. I am appearing before you to testify on behalf of H. R. 
5526, introduced by Mr. Bonner on March 4, 1957, whose purpose is to amend 
Public Law 6SO0, 

For several years, I have been operating my fleet of shrimp trawlers upon 
the high seas in the Gulf of Mexico under the rights appertaining to the United 
States Government under international law. Approximately 1 year ago, I had 
four of ny vessels seized by the Government of Mexico; they were all charged 
with illegal fishing and fines of $1,200 each were levied against them which were 
paid by me to secure their release. The vessels in question were: Captain Scotty, 
Princess, Scotsman, and Captain Mae. These vessels were seized at varying 
distances off the Mexican coast. In the case of the Captain Mac, which was 
at anchor, the position of seizure was determined to be 5 marine miles from 
the coast; in the case of the Scotsman, 7 marine miles from the coast; in the 
case of the Princess, 7 marine miles from the coast, and in the case of the Captain 
Scotty 7 marine miles from the coast. These distances mentioned were contained 
in the official charges by the arresting officer of the gunboat making the seizure. 
There seems to be a discrepancy in the alleged positions of these vessels when 
seized, for according to Coast Guard caleulations based on the degrees of latitude 
and longitude as carried in the statement of the captain of the arresting Mexican 
patrol vessel, three of these vessels were positioned from 8 to 11 marine miles 
offshore. Suffice it to say that there is no dispute but that all vessels were seized 
beyond 3 marine miles of the Mexican coast on what the United States considers 
high seas. 

Over and above the fine paid to secure the release of these vessels, there was 
considerable additional loss experienced in each case through the seizure of nets, 
doors, and cargo by the arresting authorities. Broken down as to vessels, the 
additional losses were as follows: 


Captain Scotty $1, 156.25 
Princess 962.50 
Scotsman 2, 713. 75 
Captain Mae 1, 420. 00 


These figures do not take into consideration the ice, fuel, and other operational 
losses of the boats on the trips during which the boats were seized. 

For the four mentioned boats, the accumulative losses were $4,800 in fines, 
plus $6,252.50 in gear and cargo losses, making a total of $11,052.50 in actual 
loss experienced by the vessels. In each case the vessel lost approximately 1 
week's fishing time. 
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It is our understanding that as citizens of the United States, we fishermen 
elploy our trade on the high seas under the sovereign rights of our Nation, there 
fore we should look to our country to protect those rights. We fully realize 
the problem posed, by the difference in concepts as to what constitutes territorial 
seas and what constitutes high seas is one that will have to be settled between 
nations. It appears at this time that such a solution will not be forthcoming 
in the immediate future because of the diversity of opinion amongst nations on 
the many problems involved in seeking such a solution. Until a proper solution 
is evolved, it appears that the members of the fishing industry of the United States 
are the ones most likely to be affected in this interim. If we are to continue 
to fish the high seas, as we have habitually done in the past, we feel it within 
our rights to ask the Government of the United States to indemnify us against 
economic loss occurring when our vessels are seized by foreign powers in areas 
which the United States considers high seas. 

It is, therefore, Mr. Chairman, that we urge you and your committee to approve 
and favorably report out H. R, 5526 


STATEMENT OF BASCOM Cox 


My name is Bascom Cox. I live in Brownsville, Tex., where I have practiced 
law for the past almost 30 years. I have actively represented the shrimping 
industry operating out of the ports of Brownsville and Port Isabel, Tex. (which 
together are known as the “shrimp capital of the world’) since 1949, ever since 
the extensive shrimp fishing operations off the Mexican Gulf Coast first began. I 
am an attorney for the Texas Shrimp Association. 

I wish to direct the following statement to H. R. 5526 and similar bills 

I would like to first observe, if I may, that the fishing industry is one of the 
major industries of the United States, ranking among the top 10. Recently, 
Hon. Arnie J. Suomela, newly appointed Commissioner of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, made a written statement that the shrimp fishery is the most valuable 
single resource of the United States fishing industry. 

It might be observed, also, that over 75 percent of the operations of the 
United States fishing industry is carried on off the shores of other countries 

The United States has always maintained, along with most other maritime 
nations, that the high seas extend to within 38 marine miles of the coast of all 
countries Mexico maintains that her territorial sea extends out 9 marine 
miles, or 10.35 land miles, from her coast 

Early in 1950 inquiry was made by the shrimping industry of the State De 
partment as to how close to the Mexican coast American shrimp boats could 
operate. The written advice of the State Department that United States shrimp 
boats could fish to within 3 marine miles of the Mexican coast was posted in the 
wheelhouses of many of the shrimp boats operating in the Gulf of Mexico off 
the Coast of Mexico. 

On April 23, 1950, five Brownsville and Port Isabel boats were seized by the 
Mexican Gunboat Cadete Virgilio Uribe and taken into the Mexican port of 
Tampico. The owners of the boats agreed to allow the State Department to 
fully direct the negotiations for the release of the boats. Every move that was 
made in such matter was at the direction and with the advice of the State De- 
partment. Nevertheless, it was finally necessary to pay a fine of 8578.35 United 
States currency per boat to secure their release under diplomatic protest. The 
shrimp each vessel had was coutiscated. The nets were taken off, but were 
finally brought overland to Matamoros, Mexico, and released to cross the border 
into Brownsville on the payment of over $200 in charges. During these negotia- 
tions the crews were kept in Tampico under conditions calculated to provoke a 
breach of relations and subject to the indignities of the populace, and most of 
the owners made trips to Tampico to arrange for the welfare of their crews, and 
while not there kept in frequent and anxious telephone contact with them. One 
American crewman was jailed for allegedly shoving a Mexican guard into the 
Panuco River, and his release was affected with great difficulty and after con 
siderable delay. Except for such last mentioned incident, most subsequent seiz 
ures where the boats have been taken into Mexican ports have followed this 
general pattern, except also that the fine has been increased to a standard 15,000 
pesos or $1,200 in United States currency and the nets and similar fishing gear 
are confiscated along with the catch. 
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A congressional hearing was held in Washington following such 1950 seizures, 
at which the testimony of various witnesses was heard, and which hearing I 
attended. As a result of such hearing, it is understood that it was determined 
that such seizures occurred outside the 9 marine miles claimed by Mexico. 

At the suggestion of the State Department, claims were filed for presentation 
to the Mexican Government by our State Department on behalf of said boat 
owners, in the respective amounts set out opposite the names of each boat in- 
volved, as follows, to-wit: 


Alamo (Manuel Branco, owner) sacisiammalilielcalaac aa $3,379. 17 
Separate claim re crewman, Robert W. Lynch, charged with push- 
ing guard into river- i Be ae ac at ; 1, 579. 36 
Buccaneer (EF, P. Tower, owner) ——- pace 3, 180. 10 
Cherokee (Mrs. Lillie B. Lewis, owner) 3, 691. 24 
Progress (John Santos Carinhas, owner ) ; 5, 186. 06 
Two Boys (J. G. Carinhas, owner) e : etenaccitiel __ 3, 992.93 
Total sa 4 2 : ; i a ce, 


These claims were prepared under the direction of the legal department of 
the State Department in whose offices I spent cons derable time receiving instrue- 
tions on how to prepare such claims. They are supported with vouchers and 
other evidence suggested by the State Department, and in their final form re- 
ceived the tacit approval of the State Department. However, the only time any- 
thing is heard about said claims is when specific inquiry is made regarding them 
and the reply is the same, that is, that in some way these claims are still being 
considered after the 7 years which has elapsed since the seizure. In the mean- 
time, the owner of the trawler Alamo has died. 

Despairing of the State Department collecting these admittedly valid claims 
from Mexico, bills have been introduced in practically all of the latter sessions 
of Congress for the payment of these claims, but such bills have failed of pas- 
sage because of the opposition of the State Department which, although ad- 
mitting the claims are just and that thev have failed to collect same from 
Mexico, opposes their payment by Congress as setting a bad precedent. Such a 
bill is pending in the present Congress 

I actively participated in most phases of the 1950 seizures and have been in 
close touch with most seizures that have oceurred since then, usually interview- 
ing and taking written statements from most of the captains involved. 

There have been many seizures of shrimp boats since 1950, and there was a 
considerable number last year. A list of the seizures of some Texas boats with 
Which [I am familiar is hereto attached, marked exhibit A, and made a part 
hereof. 

At first most of the seizures were of Florida boats in the Campeche area. 
However, a permanent Coast Guard patrol was established there, and there 
have been only a very few seizures on the Campeche Banks since. Experience 
has clearly shown that the Mexican gunboats will not seize or molest the U. 8. 
shrimp trawlers when U. 8S. Coast Guard vessels are anywhere in the general 
vicinity. 

It is strongly felt that if one additional Coast Guard vessel could be maintained 
on more or less constant patrol in the Tampico area, as it is in the Campeche 
area, that the seizures would practically end. It is understood that the service 
of three additional vessels is needed to keep one boat on patrol Investigation 
has revealed that there are fleet mine sweepers available in the large moth ball 
fleets which dot the Nation which are suitable for this patrol. Reactiviation 
of such boats for this patrol is supported by the State Department. However, 
the shrimp industry is the victim of the present economy move in Congress 
to reduce the budget and not add any additional appropriations. As is well 
known, Secretary of the Treasury Humphrey is a leader in this economy move. 
Unfortunately, the Coast Guard comes under the Treasury Department, and con 
sequently, as feared, Secretary Humphrey apparently feels he does not dare, in 
view of his leading the economy move, to favor the needed appropriation regard 
less of its unquestioned merit. The shrimping industry concurs in the need for 
economy in the proper places but sincerely believes this is a matter that is not 
to be judged on a strictly financial basis. The amount needed is relatively small. 
The situation in the gulf is highly explosive and the amount needed for an addi- 
tional patrol would be a small sum to insure the maintenance of continued 
friendly relations with Mexico. It is strongly felt that Secretary Humphrey’s 
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attitude toward the needed appropriation is not realistic and that it is actually 
short-sighted and penny-wise and pound-foolish, and that in the end much 
greater amounts will need to be expended to take care of the situation. Never- 
theless, the economy-mindness at present existing in Congress makes it exceed- 
ingly doubtful that the needed appropriation for an increased Coast Guard 
patrol can be passed over the opposition of Secretary Humphrey. 

It should be borne in mind that fishing for shrimp off the Mexican Coast is 
done at night, due to the fact that the particular species of shrimp found there 
is only caught at night, that there are no markers designating the boundaries 
Mexico claims for her territorial sea, and that at 9 marine miles only mountains or 
other very prominent landmarks are visible. Distance offshore is determined by 
the shrimp boats almost entirely by relating the readings on their fathometers 
to the corresponding depths shown on their charts. It might be noted that most 
official charts prepared by our governmental agencies are not too dependable 
and need revision. 

The shrimp boats are owned by American citizens. Every captain is required 
to be an American citizen. 

The theory of the original Fishermen’s Protective Act was that since our Gov- 
ernment will not protect its citizens engaged in a lawful occupation of the 
high seas, it should at least recompense them for losses there sustained at the 
hands of foreign governments and then look to such foreign government for reim- 
bursement. The justness of this view is strongly emphasized in the case of the 
shrimp industry by the fact that our Government, on the one hand, will not pro- 
vide the additional Coast Guard patrol that would probably prevent most seiz- 
ures, but at the same time has provided Mexico with most of the very boats with 
which the seizures are made and the indignities are heaped upon our citizens. 
It does not comport with American ideals for an armed vessel of a foreign power 
to stop our vessels on the high seas and to tell them they should go home and fish 
off their own coast, or to run our boats from behind islands and sheltered spots 
in case of storms and bad weather, but that is common experience for United 
States citizens engaged in shrimping in the Gulf of Mexico today. Not only 
that, there have been many incidents of our boats being boarded on the high 
seas by armed parties of a foreign nation, seized and taken into foreign ports, 
fined and their fishing gear and catch confiscated. There have also been a num- 
ber of incidents of our shrimp boats being fired upon with rifle and machine gun 
fire from Mexican gunboats. Our fishermen need to fish in these international 
waters, because that is where the shrimp are, and they have a right to fish in 
such waters. If our Government will not protect its citizens in their rights on 
the high seas, it should compensate them for all losses sustained by them as a 
direct result of such illegal seizures and highhanded acts and should undertake 
the burden of securing reimbursement from such foreign power, which the citizen 
is in no position to do. 

The fine paid which is now the only thing recoverable under the Fishermen's 
Protective Act is but a small part of the loss directly due to such illegal seizures. 
It has now become pretty well established that with each seizure involving a 
fine, the confiscation of fishing gear and catch, detention of the crew in a foreign 
port, lost fishing time, ete., a loss from $5,000 to $6,000 or more is involved. The 
standard fine now imposed by Mexico is $1,200 United States currency. 

It is respectfully urged that in all fairness, Public Law 680, known as the 
Fishermen’s Protective Act, should be amended to cover all losses directly due to 
seizure of American fishing boats by foreign powers in water recognized by the 
United States as the high seas. 

It would also seem just for such act to be made retroactive to January 1, 1950, 
so as to apply to admittedly valid claims such as those based on said 1950 shrimp 
boat seizures and which our Government has been unable to collect from Mexico. 


Exuisit A 
SOME SEIZURES IN GULF OF MEXICO OF SIIRIMP TRAWLERS, TAMPICO AREA 


1953 

February 20, 1958: Courage and Gulf Ranger. Gulf Ranger fined $581.40, 
fishing gear and 1,485 pounds shrimp confiscated. Record on Courage lost. 

In 1953, some seizures in the Campeche area, most of Florida boats, reported 
were: Mable I’. 2d, Fiesta, Miss Hank (Texas), San Paul (Texas), Captain 
Jean (Texas), Celestina Arias, Becky Sue, Connie Mack, Kimberly, Low Tide, 
Noreaster, Howdy Shaw, Johnny Shaw, Lois R. 
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1954 

There were the following seizures in 1954: W. J. Jr... Success* (2,612 pounds 
shrimp), Sam Houston’ (3.200 pounds shrimp), Charleen B., Dr. Walling, Linda 
Anita, Valley Tide, Arrow, Scotsman (Scotsman fined $400, fishing gear, and 2,000 
pounds shrimp confiscated). 

1956 

Invincible, seized off Veracruz, March 23, 1956 with 1,500 pounds shrimp 
Fined $1,200, tishing gear, and shrimp confiscated. 

Miss Carmen Louise, seized off Veracruz, February 23, 1956. Fined $1,200, 
2,094 peunds shrimp, and fishing gear confiscated. Warning shot fired across bow. 

Scotsman, seized March 24, 1956, 50 miles north of Tampico, by Corvette 
Zaragosa II. Fined $1,200, fishing gear and 2,000 pounds shrimp confiscated. 

Princess, seized March 24, 1956, 50 miles north of Tampico, fined $1,200, fishing 
gear and 400 pounds shrimp confiscated. 

Captain Scotty, seized March 24, 1956, 50 miles north of Tampico, fined $1,200, 
fishing gear and 400 pounds shrimp confiscated. 

Captain Mac, seized March 26, 1956, off Veracruz, by Corvette Commodoro 
David Porter, fined $1,200, fishing gear, and 600 or 700 pounds shrimp confiscated. 

Valley Sun, seized April 22, 1956, off Tuxpan, by Corvette Blas Godinez. Fined 
$1,200, fishing gear, and 2,600 pounds shrimp conficated. 

Lucky Star, seized June 22, 1956, 15 miles north of 2410, by Blas Godinez. 
Fined $1,200, fishing gear, and 1,400 pounds shrimp confiseated. 

Valiant, seized July 16, 1956, off Soto la Marina River, 100 miles south Port 
Isabel, Tex., by Blas Godinez, fined $1,200 and fishing gear, and 3,400 pounds 
shrimp confiscated. This boat was fired upon. 

Gulf Ranger, seized with Valiant. Fined $1,200 and fishing gear and 1,078 
pounds shrimp confiscated. 

Sea Otter, seized with Valiant. Fined $1,200 and fishing gear and 1,625 pounds 
shrimp confiscated. 

Captain Wilson, seized with Valiant. Fined $1,200 and fishing gear and 3,000 
pounds shrimp confiscated. 

Ann Carinhas, seized July 18, 1956, 90 miles south Port Isabel, Tex. Fined 
$1,200, fishing gear and 600 pounds shrimp confiscated. 

Green’s Pride, seized with Ann Carinhas. Fined $1,200 and fishing gear and 
1,984 pounds shrimp confiscated. This vessel was fired upon with machine gun. 

Little Phyllis, boarded June 22, 1956, 15 miles north 2410 by 8 armed men 
and was used as “sea raider’ to run down the Lucky Star (which was taken 
into Tampico) and then released as had no shrimp. 

Linda Mae, Carlton Eacho, Captain Gene, and Miss Gina boarded near Tam- 
pico October 3, 1956, captains forced to sign statements they were fishing in 
Mexican waters (when they were not) and nets taken off all boats except Miss 
Gina. 

Buddy F, Anastasia, Laguna Madre, Big Dahlia, and Gracie T. boarded Octo- 
ber 17, 1956. Captains were taken aboard gunboat. Small amount of shrimp 
taken from two boats, several cartons cigarettes from three. 

Valley Pride, boarded October 19, 1956. Fired on with two shots from 20- 
millimeter gun. Captain taken aboard gunboat, released without loss of nets or 
shrimp, gave 6 packages cigarettes. 

Valley Star, boarded same time as Valley Pride; captain taken aboard gun- 
boat, released without loss of shrimp or nets; gave four packages cigarettes. 

Country Boy, boarded same time as Valley Pride. 

Pescador, boarded November 12, 1956. Fired upon with 85 or 40 rifle shots, 
captain wounded 35 miles off coast. Boarded and taken into Tampico. Captain 
treated at expense of Mexican Government. Released without fine or loss of 
nets or shrimp. 

Captain Mac, November 12, 1956, fired upon with one rifle shot. Told to follow 
gunboat which was then chasing Pescador. Escaped in darkness. 

Valley Rio, November 12, 1956. Fired upon with two rifle shots. Boarded. 
Gunboat admitted trawler outside Mexican waters and was released. Gunboat 
wanted shrimp but trawler did not have any; gave cigarettes. 

With these numerous seizures in the Tampico area, there were only three 
heard of in the Campeche area, being the Captain Ramos, Sea Eagle, and Miss 
Suzanne, but details and disposition thereof is not known. It is understood 
these were the only seizures made in that well patrolled area. 





1Bach of these three boats fined $581 and their shrimp and gear confiscated. 
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STATEMENT OF FRANK J. VOLTAGGIO 


My name is Frank J. Voltaggio. I live at 2283 Old Port Isabel Road, Browns 
ville, Tex. I am one of the owners of Producers Marine Service, Inc., of Valley 
Fisheries, and of Clark Seafood Co. at Port Isabel, Tex. We operate a fleet of 
$1 shrimp trawlers in the Gulf of Mexico and a large part of our shrimping 
operations are done off the coast of Mexico. 

We have sustained heavy losses through the seizure of some of our shrimp 
trawlers by Mexican gunboats. 

About the latter part of May 1954 we had the Linda Anita and the Valley Tid« 
seized and taken into Vera Cruz. Our losses in connection with each seizure 
were about as follows: 


Linda Anita: 


Fine $400 
25 barrels of shrimp 2, 100 
Net, doors, and trawl cables 1, 100 
Lost fishing time, 20 days 1, 500 
Phone calls, miscellaneous expense 250 

Total 5, 350 


Valley Tide: 


Fine 5 3400 
25 barrels of shrimp : s 2, 040 
Nets, doors, and trawl cables (including extra net) 1, 500 
Lost fishing time, 20 days 1, 500 
Phone calls, miscellaneous expenses 250 

Total 5, 690 


On April 22, 1956, the Mexican corvette Blas Godinez seized our boat the Valley 
Sun off Tuxpan. It Was then in 21%, fathoms of water, which would make it 
about 10144 marine miles or more off Tuxpan Reef, and probably 14 or 15 nautica! 
miles off the Mexican coast. The captain of the gunboat, in answer to inquiry 
from the captain on the Valley Sun, said the distance was measured from the 
mainland and not from the reef. The Mexican gunboat claimed it was only in 
17% fathoms, but the captain on the Valley Sun switched on his fathometer and 
showed the Mexican gunboat captain it read 21%, fathoms. The position of the 
Valley Sun was verified by the affidavits of the captains of two other nearby 
shrimp trawlers that had been fishing with the Valley Sun, being the George 
Reyer and the J/da, and which boats were not seized or molested, although the 
same distance offshore. I guess they wanted the Valley Sun, because it had 
2,600 pounds of shrimp on board. An armed party boarded the Valley Sun and 
first made the captain go over to the gunboat in a small boat with his papers and 
then brought him back, and took one of the crew, and kept him on the gunboat, 
and left two armed guards on the Valley Sun, and took the Valley Sun into Tam 
pico. A fine of $1,200 was levied which had to be paid before the shrimp trawler 
wis released. All the shrimp and all of the nets were confiscated. We had 
three large nets, two sets of large doors, two sets of small doors, one try net and 
two chaping gears aboard, and all were taken. We estimated we lost at least 
$1.000 in lost fishing time in having the boat tied up before the American consul 
helped us get it released, and we got it back to Port Isabel and refitted it. That 
is probably a conservative estimate. It could have been twice that much. We 
figure our loss on the seizure of the Valley Sun to be at least as follows: 


Nets, doors, gears, ete $1, 816 
Fine 1, 200 
2,600 pounds shrimp 2, OSO 
Expenses, including telephone calls, notarial fees in Tampico, ete 200 
Lost fishing time 1, 000 

Total ‘ 6, 206 


The fine is only a small part of the loss suffered as a direct result of a seizure 
You can generally count on a loss of around $5,000 to $6,000, or more, every time 
you havea boat boarded and taken into a Mexican port. 

On the evening of October 3, 1956, the Linda Mae, which was formerly owned 
by Wilson F. Whorton but which is now owned by Producers Marine Service, was 
fishing in 20 fathoms of water north-northeast of the Tampico Light, about 1034 


_ 
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nautical miles off the Mexican coast, when it was stopped by the Mexican Tug- 
boat Panuco, and two men armed with tommyguns jumped aboard and the 
captain of the Linda Mac was ordered to report to the captain on the Mexican 
Tugboat, who was reported to have been drunk and having a tommygun which 
he pointed at the shrimper captain. There were 19 or 20 barrels of shrimp on 
board. The tugboat captain offered the shrimp boat captain the option of signing 
a statement that he was within 4 miles of the Mexican coast or being taken into 
Tampico and being fined and having his shrimp confiscated, so the trawler captain 
signed the statement. Despite this, the tugboat took two nets, three 25-pound 
lard cans of shrimp, a 16-quart water bucket of shrimp, and 2 cartons of 
cigarettes, representing a loss of about $780. We got off light on that seizure, as 
it seems what the Mexicans mainly wanted at that time were nets and signed state- 
ments from American boat captains that they were fishing within Mexican waters. 
On the same night, similar statements were extorted from the captain of the 
Captain Gene, trom which three nets weie taken, and from the Carlton Eacho, 
from which its only good net was taken, and from the Miss Gina, from which 
no nets were taken. Those trawler captains, knowing that their own govern- 
ment would not protect them, can hardly be blamed for signing such statements, 
even though not true, as the best way out of a bad situation and to keep their 
owners from sustaining heavy losses. 

It isa shame that our Government will not give us the relief we so badly need. 
Just one added Coast Guard vessel on more or less constant patrol of the Tampico 
area (for which I understand about 3 vessels are needed to Keep 1 on steady 
patrol) would prevent most of these seizures. That was proven in the Campeche 
area. Most of the seizu-es used to occur down there of shrimp trawlers from 
Florida, but a permanent Coast Guard Patrol was put on down there and the 
seizures have practically stopped down there. Going around over the country you 
see hundreds and hundreds of good navy vessels tied up in those mothball fleets 
but we haven't been able to get our Government to refit any of them in order 
to maintain an increased patiol to prevent these seizures. All of our boats were 
clearly outside the %-marine-mile limit claimed by Mexico when they were 
boarded. Our Government tells us the high seas extend to within 3 marine 
miles of the Mexican coast. The men in the shrimp industry tell their boats 
to stuy outside the 9-nautical-mile limit claimed by Mexico, but still our 
Government will not protect us on the high seas. It was shown on TV not 
very long ago where Nixon gave two navy boats to Africa as a gesture of good 
will. We certainly could have used those two boats patrolling down off the 
Tampico Banks. They would go a long way toward maintaining good relations 
with Mexico, which the shrimping industry is anxious to have, but the way things 
are building up no one knows what will happen. Seems like it would be much 
cheaper to stop things before they happen than to try and patch them up after- 
wards. The strange thing is, and what the men in the shrimping industry cannot 
understand, and that is that we cannot get about three old navy beats out of the 
mothball fleet to give us the protection we need, yet Mexico is seizing our boats 
on the high seas mostly with navy boats that our Government practically gave to 
Mexico. We know from experience that the Mexicans will not make these 
seizures when there is apt to be a United States Coast Guard vessel around. 

The people in the United States need shrimp. A large part of the United States 
supply is caught off the coast of Mexico. We need to fish there, in international 
waters, to make a living. Mexico never has seized a boat it claimed was fishing 
within 3 miles of the Mexican coast, and in practically all cases we have been 
able to establish that the boats seized were outside the 9 nautical miles claimed 
by Mexico as the boundary of her waters. We do st ongly feel that under all of 
the circumstances Public Law 680, known as the Fishermen's Protective Act, 
should be amended so that where an American fishing boat is seized by a foreign 
government in waters which the United States recognizes as the high seas that 
the cwners of such boat should be reimbursed for all losses suffered as the 
direct result of such seizures and not only for the fine paid, which is usually 
only a small part of the loss, and that then our Government should make claim 
against Mexico or other foreign power for reimbursement. 
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